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ABSTRACT 
 District school foodservice directors are retiring in record numbers nationwide, and 
there is concern many of these positions are being filled with unqualified individuals. As 
federal and state legislation has changed the role child nutrition plays at the district level, 
school foodservice directors have greater administrative responsibilities to ensure these 
mandates are met. Realizing that in many cases the local board of education and 
superintendent may not recognize skills needed by a director to successfully operate a 
multifaceted foodservice program, there is concern that as the district school foodservice 
director’s position becomes vacant, the position may be filled with an unqualified candidate. 
The purpose of this study was to determine if the educational background of school 
foodservice directors in the United States Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Southeast 
region and the amount of time they dedicate to their foodservice program have an impact on 
program effectiveness. 
School foodservice directors from USDA’s Southeast region were the target 
population in this study. Questionnaires were sent to all directors and 304 (30%) responses 
were received. State agency administrators in all 50 states were surveyed to collect statewide 
statistical information including number of school districts in the state, average number of 
meals served by category, enrollment and attendance data, meal prices, and number of new 
directors who were hired during the preceding two school years (2004-05 and 2005-06). The 
response rate was 41% (n = 21).  
This study used a descriptive, cross-sectional survey design. Pearson’s chi-square was 
used to determine the association between educational backgrounds of directors and amount 
of time they spent on foodservice tasks and foodservice programs’ effectiveness. 
Performance criteria included the areas of customer satisfaction, financial management, meal 
quality, program management, and operations management. A program effectiveness score 
 
    ix
was computed for each district. Other dependent variables, such as school district location, 
number of years the district director worked in school foodservice, and attitude toward the 
job, were examined to determine their relationship with program effectiveness.  
 Based on responses from state agency administrators, school districts in the Southeast 
USDA region had several characteristics that distinguished them from the other six USDA 
regions. Most states in the Southeast region had state requirements for the position of district 
school foodservice director and states that represented other USDA regions did not. Meal 
participation also was higher in the Southeast for both breakfast and lunch than for other 
regions.  
 In the Southeast USDA region, a relationship was evident between the size of a 
school district and the educational requirements of the district school foodservice director. As 
the districts increased in size, the educational requirements for the district school foodservice 
directors also increased. The majority of district school foodservice directors (n = 137, 
77.9%) had college degrees and one third of them held teaching certificates. Although results 
indicated a weak but significant association between programs run by district school 
foodservice directors with college degrees and effectiveness of their programs, there was no 
indication the college major of district school foodservice directors had any affect on 
program effectiveness.  
Most district school foodservice directors who responded to the questionnaire enjoyed 
their careers (n = 280, 92.1%). It was not surprising to find those who reported enjoying their 
work were more likely to have successful school foodservice programs, although the number 
who reported not to enjoy their career was small.  
Interestingly, 91.4% (n = 278) of directors were in the 51-65 age range indicating a 
probability that many will be retiring in the next few years and new, well educated directors 
will be needed. State agency administrators of school foodservice programs reported that an 
average of 10 district school foodservice directors per state retired in the 2005-06 school 
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year. With so many directors in an older age category, the likelihood the retirement rate will 
increase is high. 
Of the 304 district school foodservice directors responding to the questionnaire, 39 
(12.8%) had multiple administrative titles. Smaller districts had more district school 
foodservice directors performing multiple administrative tasks than larger districts. To draw 
any conclusions on the affect of multiple administrative duties on program effectiveness, 
additional studies with larger sample sizes would be needed.  
The study confirmed that the majority of school districts will be replacing district 
school foodservice directors in the near future as current directors will be retiring. With that 
in mind, local, state, and national leaders should recognize that attention needs to be given to 
those individuals who will be replacing the current district school foodservice directors. As 
programs become more complex, adequate training and education for those filling these 
positions will be needed. A pool of candidates must be identified to ensure that the success of 
these programs will continue and the nutritional needs of America’s school children are met. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
Background 
 School foodservice directors are retiring in record numbers nationwide, and there is 
concern that many of these positions are being filled with unqualified individuals (American 
School Food Service Association [ASFSA], 2003, 2004; Lipowski, 1999; School Nutrition 
Association[SNA], 2004, 2005a, 2005c, 2006a). If an unqualified director operates a poor 
quality program, the local board of education may not realize the potential of the program or 
recognize skills needed by a director to successfully operate a multifaceted school 
foodservice program (Lipowski, 1999). Consequently, when a district school foodservice 
director’s position becomes vacant, the superintendent, not recognizing skills and knowledge 
needed, may again fill the position with an unqualified candidate who may not be able to 
meet demands of the position. The program may suffer and, of greater concern, students may 
be short changed.  
 For the past three years (2004–2006) during the School Nutrition Association’s 
(SNA, formerly the American School Foodservice Association) House of Delegates 
meetings, mega discussions have been used to gather and prioritize strategic issues of the 
profession. Over 200 leaders representing all 50 states identified lack of trained professionals 
entering the workforce among the top issues to be addressed by the Association (ASFSA, 
2003, 2004; SNA, 2004, 2005a, 2005c, 2006a). This issue has remained and was recently 
tapped by SNA leadership as one of the top concerns to be addressed in the 2006-07 Annual 
Plan of Action (AFSA, 2004; SNA, 2006a). With a reported decline in the number of 
degreed, trained professionals entering district school foodservice director positions (ASFSA, 
2003, 2004; SNA, 2004, 2005a, 2005c, 2006a), school administrators need to be aware of the 
diverse, complex role of the district school foodservice director. 
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A number of studies have identified the complexity of the district school foodservice 
director’s role. From the mid 1990s to the early 2000s, competencies, knowledge, and skills 
needed by district school foodservice directors and supervisors have been identified and 
updated (Carr, Cater, & Conklin, 1996; Gregoire & Sneed, 1994; Rainville & Carr, 2001; 
Sneed & White, 1993).  
Directors’ administrative responsibilities have become increasingly complex as state 
and federal legislative mandates have changed the way school foodservice programs operate 
at the district level. For many years, foodservice administrative tasks such as budgeting, 
procurement, and processing meal applications were conducted at the local school level. 
Most recently, greater centralization of programs and more responsibilities for district school 
foodservice directors resulted from mandates in the Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization 
Act of 2004 (2004). Requirements to develop and implement hazard analysis and critical 
control point (HACCP) food safety programs, to implement household meal applications, 
and to establish local wellness policies addressing healthy eating and physical activity were 
all new mandates that increased the complexity of the district school foodservice director’s 
role (Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004).  
Many of the tasks that have become more complex were once the responsibility of the 
school principal. Now these tasks generally have been transferred to the district school 
foodservice director who may or may not have training and expertise needed to succeed at 
these tasks (G. White, personal communication, October 1, 2006). With centralization, 
greater efficiency should logically be evident as cycle menus, central purchasing, nutritional 
analysis of menus, processing meal applications, and centralized financial management and 
human services are performed in a uniform manner district-wide (Martin & Conklin, 1999; 
Rainville & Carr, 2001). 
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 The SNA developed Keys to Excellence, a benchmarking tool for directors to use in 
evaluating their local programs (SNA, 2003). This useful tool has enabled directors not only 
to look at program needs, but also to market their program and identify staff needs necessary 
to reach the goals described in the Keys (SNA, 2003).  
 Maintaining highly qualified staff is a constant challenge in school foodservice 
programs and the issue is magnified, again due to the complexity of the program. The 
American School Foodservice Association’s (now the School Nutrition Association) goals 
are to improve child nutrition programs and offer professional development opportunities for 
members (Martin & Conklin, 1999). In light of these goals, the organization instituted a 
three-tiered certification program in 1973 (Caton, 1990) to recognize individuals and enhance 
their overall professional image. Individuals must complete certification requirements that 
increase with each level of the program. Requirements must be documented and initial 
specialized training completed within a five-year period. Following initial certification, 
additional training is necessary to maintain certification (SNA, 2006b).  
 In 1998, as a result of a SNA questionnaire related to professional development, a 
need was identified to expand the Association’s certification program (Rigby, 1999). A 
credentialing program was instituted to address needs of members with advanced education. 
The credentialing program requires the candidate to pass a credentialing examination 
designed and administered by a Certification and Credentialing Board. To sit for this 
examination, an individual must meet more rigorous criteria than for certification, including 
having a minimum of an associate degree or equivalent. Continuing education hours are 
required to maintain the credential (SNA, 2007b). During the 2006-07 school year, the 
Association will examine the need for an advanced level of the credential to challenge and 
recognize those members with educational levels above a Bachelor’s degree (SNA, 2006a). 
Both current credentials are prestigious among organization members, and recipients 
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generally are recognized in their school districts and local communities.In order to attract and 
maintain a high quality foodservice staff, especially directors, there is a need to increase 
awareness of the opportunities available and improve the image of the school foodservice 
profession. Current trends to hire nonprofessionals in many school districts have had the 
opposite effect. As school foodservice programs become more multifarious and a greater 
demand for program accountability is required, the concern regarding district school 
foodservice directors’ educational background and training becomes even more critical.  
 School foodservice programs are required to be self-sufficient and there are many 
small districts nationwide that do not generate adequate revenue to afford a full-time, well-
qualified district school foodservice director (March & Gould, 2002). Many district school 
foodservice directors are being assigned additional administrative duties, as sometimes two 
or more administrative positions are combined when downsizing occurs in districts (ASFSA, 
2003, 2004; Lipowski, 1999; SNA, 2004, 2005a, 2005c, 2006a). To best serve all students, 
districts may need to look at non-traditional methods of managing foodservice operations, 
such as having a district school foodservice director oversee several school district operations 
or have a district school foodservice director responsible for several administrative areas in 
one school district. 
 Educational requirements for the position of district school foodservice director vary 
dramatically across the country and often even within a state. For example, the Georgia 
Department of Education requires a Master’s degree for many director positions, yet there are 
some directors in small districts who only have a high school diploma (A. Hopgood, personal 
communication, February 21, 2006). Although there are some directors with either a 
Bachelor of Science or Master’s degree in dietetics, foods and nutrition, or other related 
fields, there is still concern when college degrees are mandated that only a limited number of 
directors have coursework specific to school foodservice. 
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Purpose 
 The purpose of this study was to determine how a district school foodservice 
director’s educational background and amount of time he/she spends on school foodservice 
activities impact school foodservice program effectiveness. In this study, effectiveness of a 
district school foodservice program was one that met the following criteria and scored at least 
a one in each area: lunch was served to at least 70% of the student body in attendance; a 
minimum of two months operating capital was maintained; breakfast was offered to all 
students and had participation that met or exceeded the average breakfast participation (29%) 
in USDA’s Southeast region; utilized cycle menus; had meal prices within 10% of their state 
average; had menu plans that were within 95% USDA lunch recommendations for calories 
and 92% USDA lunch recommendations for fat; offered after- school snacks and summer 
meals; had a director who was actively involved in menu analysis and nutrition education; 
had implemented a HACCP plan; had a marketing and communications plan and a wellness 
plan; had a director who was SNA certified and/or credentialed and was active in 
professional organizations; and corrected all CRE/SMI review recommendations. 
 The following research questions were addressed: 
1. What were the educational backgrounds of district school foodservice directors? 
2. Did the educational background of school foodservice directors influence school 
foodservice program effectiveness? 
3. Was there a relationship between size of a school district and educational requirements 
for a district school foodservice director? 
4. What percent of district school foodservice directors had multiple administrative titles? 
When there were multiple titles, what were they? 
5. If a district school foodservice director had multiple administrative titles, what percentage 
of his/her time was spent on foodservice activities? 
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6. Was there a relationship between size of a school district and number of administrative 
roles a district school foodservice director held? 
7. Was there a relationship between the effectiveness of a district school foodservice 
program and the number of different administrative duties the school foodservice director 
performed? 
8. How many new directors were being hired annually? 
Assumptions 
 It was assumed cooperation would be available from state agency administrators of 
school foodservice programs and needed information would be readily available. Because 
need for information of this type had been discussed at numerous meetings at the national 
level, it was anticipated this would be the first of several studies related to the district school 
foodservice director’s position. It was apparent state agency administrators were interested in 
the questionnaire from their willingness not only to supply e-mail addresses, but also to send 
letters to encourage district school foodservice director responses. Most asked to be supplied 
with a copy of results of the study. 
 It was anticipated there might be difficulty obtaining responses to questionnaires from 
a cross-section of non-degreed school foodservice directors. Because only 22.1% (n = 67) of 
the respondents did not have a college degree and over one half of those were from 
Kentucky, the anticipated difficulty was valid. It was unclear if school foodservice directors 
viewed the questionnaire as a threat to their jobs or if they did not recognize the importance 
of research to the profession.  
 There was a concern that all directors might be difficult to identify because in most 
state departments of education a local administrator is only listed in one administrative 
position and if a school foodservice director had multiple titles, they were generally listed in 
other positions (W. P. McElwain, personnel communication, May 14, 2006). This concern 
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was unfounded as each state agency’s school foodservice administrator was able to provide 
e-mail addresses for all local school foodservice directors in her/his state. 
 It was assumed that some school foodservice directors would not be able to answer a 
question with a yes or no, but may only perform the task in question occasionally. Monitor 
meal preparation, maintain inventory control system, and perform nutrient analysis on all 
meals are just a few of the items to which some school foodservice directors responded with 
“sometimes”. Even though a director may have only performed a task one time, if the 
“sometimes” option was not available, they may have indicated a “yes” response. The intent 
of the questioning was to determine what tasks were being performed on a routine basis. A of 
response of “sometimes”, was therefore considered a “no” when used in statistical tests.  
Definitions of Terms 
Average Daily Attendance (ADA): Total number of students attending school each day 
during a month divided by the number of school days in that month. 
Average Daily Participation (ADP): Total number of students eating a reimbursable meal at 
school in a month divided by the number of serving days in that month. 
Computed Cash Position (CCP): District’s financial position after all income and 
expenditures have been reconciled.  
Coordinated Review Effort (CRE): A review of school foodservice programs conducted once 
every five years by state agencies to ensure reimbursable meals meet all standards set 
forth by USDA and to assure local districts receive the technical assistance and 
resources needed to meet these standards (USDA, 2005c).  
District Population Definitions (U S. Census Bureau, 2006):  
Rural: All territories located outside an urbanized area that have fewer than 1,000 
people per square mile. 
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Suburban: Inhabited districts located either on the outer rim of a city or outside the 
official limits of a city or the outer elements of an urban area. 
Urban: A geographic area having a population density of at least 1,000 people per 
square mile. 
Effective foodservice program: Program that meets the following minimum criteria and 
scores at least one in each area: served lunch to at least 70% of the student body in 
attendance; had a minimum of two months operating capital on hand; offered 
breakfast to all students and had participation that met or exceeded the average 
breakfast participation (29%) in USDA’s Southeast region; utilized cycle menus; had 
meal prices within 10% of their state average, and had menu plans that were within 
95% USDA lunch recommendations for calories and 92% USDA lunch 
recommendations for fat; offered after school snacks and summer meals; had a 
director who was actively involved in menu analysis and nutrition education; had 
developed and implemented a food safety plan, a marketing and communications plan 
and a wellness plan; had a director who was SNA certified and/or credentialed and 
was active in professional organizations; and had corrected all CRE/SMI review 
recommendations. 
Meals per labor hour (MPLH): Total number of meals and meal equivalents served divided 
by the total number of labor hours spent on meal preparation and service. 
Reimbursable Meal: A school meal that meets a meal pattern defined by USDA and is 
operating under the national school meals programs.  
School district: A group of schools under the leadership of a superintendent and local board 
of education as defined and recognized by state departments of education. 
School district size definitions (Conklin, 1995; March & Gould, 2002) 
 Small District: School district with fewer than 1,800 students 
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 Medium District: School district with 1,888-5,000 students 
 Large District: School district with more than 5,000 students 
School district employee classification: 
Certified employees: Employees in a school district who hold teaching certificates.  
Classified employees: Employees in a school district who do not hold teaching 
certificates. These employees may be degreed or non-degreed. 
School food authority: The school district that has authority over the school foodservice 
program. 
School foodservice director: The person at the school district’s central office who has the 
responsibility of oversight for the foodservice programs in each school in the district. 
School Meals Initiative for Healthy Children (SMI): A review of local school foodservice 
programs conducted once every five years by state agencies to assure program meals 
are consistent with the Dietary Guidelines for Americans:  
Breakfast must provide 1/4 of the Recommended Dietary Allowance (RDA) for the 
appropriate age being served for protein, calcium, iron, and vitamins A and C. 
Lunches must provide 1/3 of the RDA for the appropriate age being served for 
protein, calcium, iron, vitamins A and C, and the recommended energy allowances 
(calories). Menus must consist of a variety of foods; limit total fat to < 30% of 
calories; limit saturated fat to < 10% of calories; be low in cholesterol; contain several 
vegetables, fruits, and grain products including some fresh fruits and vegetables; and 
be moderate in sodium (USDA, 2005b). Final updated recommendations for schools 
are expected to be published in spring 2008 (N. Montanez-Johner, personal 
communication, March 13, 2007).  
SNA Certification: A three-tiered program to recognize individuals and enhance their overall 
professional image. Individuals must meet a minimum work experience, academic, 
and specialized training component that increases with each level. Requirements must 
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be documented and initial specialized training completed within a five-year period. 
Following initial certification, continuing education is necessary to maintain 
certification (SNA, 2006b). 
School Nutrition Specialist Credential (SNS): A program to recognize individuals who have 
achieved the highest standards in the school foodservice industry. The credentialing 
program includes standards for academic and specialized training, knowledge, and 
skills and requires the candidate to pass a credentialing exam administered by a 
governing board (SNS, 2007b).  
Southeast United States Department of Agriculture region: USDA divides the United States 
into seven regions for administrative purposes. The states that comprise the Southeast 
region are Alabama, Georgia, Florida, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, and Tennessee.  
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 There is a growing need for educated, well trained individuals to fill district school 
foodservice director positions because the majority of district school foodservice directors 
are nearing retirement age and school foodservice programs are becoming increasingly 
complex. In addition, the impact of characteristics of district food service directors on 
program effectiveness is in question. There is a paucity of research addressing these issues: 
This literature review will address administrator shortage and the changing role of the school 
foodservice director including changes in nutrition education and physical activity, 
professional development, food safety and sanitation, financial management, and menu 
planning. This literature review also will help clarify why research is necessary to bring to 
the forefront the critical issue of director shortages and why school leaders need to recognize 
the changes taking place in the profession in order to hire the right individuals to ensure 
effective school foodservice programs. 
Administrator Shortage 
The entire public education arena is experiencing a shortage of administrators and 
that problem is exacerbated by a growing number of retirements (Cardman, 2003). It is a 
growing challenge to find educators with skills necessary to become strong administrators 
(Greger & Peterson, 2000). Some think administrators only need general leadership skills 
rather than training specific to education (Cardman, 2003). Although others agree leadership 
skills are important, they also argue that along with vision, good communication, and 
attention to detail, it is imperative for leaders to have specialized training related to their 
administrative position (Greger & Peterson, 2000).  
Like other school administrators, district school foodservice directors are retiring in 
increasing numbers nationwide (SNA, 2004, 2005c). The profession could be facing a labor 
crisis due to these retirements. The problem is so critical that leaders in the industry are 
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trying to bring the problem to the forefront before it is too late (SNA, 2006a). In 1999, 
Lipowski reported nearly half of the district school foodservice directors in California alone 
were slated to retire by the year 2000 with 38% of directors  surveyed being over age 51. He 
questioned if there would be qualified individuals to fill these positions (Lipowski, 1999).  
Most district school foodservice directors might agree a background in educational 
administration along with good leadership skills were important (Cardman, 2003); however, 
training specific to child nutrition was a third, equally critical component of a highly 
successful career. Qualified employees, at all levels, are key to successful school foodservice 
programs (Carr et al., 1996).  
Changing Roles of District School Foodservice Directors 
Many directors are managing multi-million dollar operations with responsibilities for 
marketing, technology, HACCP, and human resources in addition to the production, 
procurement, menu planning, and other management skills traditionally associated with the 
position (Carr et al., 1996; Coble & Clodfelter, 2003; Rainville & Carr, 2001). The changing 
role and evolving competencies required of the district school foodservice director 
compounds the problem of having adequate numbers of well qualified individuals to fill 
positions. The National Food Service Management Institute (NFSMI) Applied Research 
Division first identified competencies of a district school foodservice director/supervisor in 
the mid-1990s (Gregoire & Sneed, 1994). These competencies were updated and refined, 
resulting in 501 knowledge and skill statements (Carr et al., 1996). These competencies 
served as the basis for professional development providers to plan pertinent training materials 
and programs for district school foodservice directors. In addition, Cross and Meyer (2000) 
identified competencies, knowledge, and skills unique to child nutrition programs. 
Professional development, especially licensure and assessment, were deemed necessary for 
all successful administrators.  
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Realizing the list of competencies needed to remain current, research was completed 
in 2001 that updated the original competencies, and knowledge and skill statements. They 
were divided into entry-level and beyond entry-level statements in 14 functional areas. A 
total of 41 competencies and 624 knowledge and skill statements were identified. These 
functional areas and competencies are shown in Table 1 (Rainville & Carr, 2001). The 
functional areas reflect the broad scope of responsibilities and the competencies depict the 
complexity of these responsibilities. These competencies currently are being updated for the 
fourth time and will again reflect changes occurring in school foodservice programs (M. F. 
Nettles, personal communication, April 20, 2007).  
Hwang conducted a study (Hwang, 2004; Hwang & Sneed, 2007) to develop a 
performance criteria model for school foodservice programs to use in achieving the overall 
goal of providing nutritious foods to children in a cost efficient manner. A list of 
performance criteria indicating an effective school foodservice program was established 
based on feedback from a national sample of district foodservice directors . Results of the 
study indicated customer satisfaction was the most important functional area to achieve to 
attain the overall program goal. This functional area was followed in order of importance by 
financial management, meal quality, program management, and operations management.  
Legislation is often responsible for the changing role of school foodservice programs. 
The Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004 (2004) added requirements for 
meal application processing, and food safety and wellness plans (Child Nutrition and WIC 
Reauthorization Act of 2004).  In addition, new dietary guidelines passed in 2005 required 
directors to update menus to reflect the new Food Guide Pyramid (U.S. Department of 
Agriculture [USDA], 2005a).
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Table 1. Functional Areas and Competencies of a District School Foodservice Director 
Functional area Competencies identified by functional area 
Customer service  Establishes quality standards for the presentation and service of food 
 Implements a district-wide customer service driven philosophy that focuses on 
value and satisfaction 
 
Sanitation, food 
safety, and 
employee safety 
 Establishes procedures to ensure that food is prepared and served in a sanitary 
and safe environment 
 Develops and integrates employee safety regulations into all phases of the 
school foodservice operation 
 Establishes procedures and policies for risk management 
 
Financial 
management and 
record keeping 
 Establishes measurable financial objectives and goals for the CNP 
 Manages the CNP using appropriate financial management techniques 
 Manages the CNP using appropriate management techniques 
 Implements efficient management techniques to ensure all records and 
supporting documentation are maintained in accordance with local, state, and 
federal laws and policies 
 
Food production  Develops procedures to ensure the food production system provides safe 
nutritious food of high quality 
 Ensures operational procedures for efficient and effective food production and 
distribution 
 
Procurement  Implements a cost-effective procurement system 
 Develops purchasing guidelines to ensure purchased food and supplies reflect 
product knowledge, customer preferences, district needs, policies, and 
nutrition objectives 
 Establishes standards for receiving, storing, and inventorying food and non-
food supplies based on sound principles of management 
 
Program 
accountability 
 Ensures CNP compliance with all local, state, and federal laws, regulations, 
and policies 
 Provides technical assistance and training for school foodservice personnel, 
school administrators, and other school support staff 
 Develops guidelines for providing services in response to disaster or 
emergency situations 
 
Nutrition and 
menu planning 
 Develops cost-effective menus that maintain nutrition integrity and meet all 
local, state, and federal guidelines and regulations 
 Assesses customer preferences, industry trends, and current research to plan 
menus that encourage participation in the CNP 
 Works with school staff, teachers, parents, and physicians to plan menus for 
children with special nutritional needs 
Note. Functional areas and competencies taken from Competencies, Knowledge, and Skill Statements 
for District School Nutrition Directors/Supervisors (Rainville & Carr, 2001) 
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Table 1. (continued) 
Functional area Competencies identified by functional area 
General 
management 
 Employs management techniques to maintain an effective and efficient CNP 
 Develops short and long-term goals through strategic planning for the district 
school foodservice program that supports the philosophy and policies of the 
board of education 
 Implements policies and procedures to ensure the effective operation of CNP 
 Develops a long-range program for establishing professional status for the 
CNP’s role in the education community 
 Reviews current research  to determine health and nutrition-related trends and 
foodservice management developments; and develops innovative program 
changes and expansions based on this information 
 
Personnel 
management 
 Implements personnel policies and procedures for the CNP according to local, 
state, and federal regulations and laws 
 Develops job performance standards that provide for performance 
improvement 
 Develops methods for hiring, training, and evaluating personnel that recognize 
education, experience, performance, and certification 
 Establishes procedures to implement employee contract agreements, 
progressive discipline, and formal grievances 
 Establishes standards for the professional development of the district’s CNP 
personnel 
 
Facility layout 
and design and 
equipment 
selection 
 Assists with designing and planning facilities that ensure high quality 
customer service, wholesome food production, and efficient workflow 
 Determines equipment needs and specifications consistent with program needs 
and budget 
 
Environmental 
management 
 Develops and implements policies and procedures to ensure environmental 
responsibility 
 Establishes a waste management system for the CNP that is effective, 
economical, and environmentally safe 
 
Marketing  Develops a marketing plan to attract students, parents, teachers, 
administrators, support staff, and community 
 Conducts an on-going evaluation of the marketing plan 
 Communicates program information to encourage and secure support for the 
CNP from the board of education, administration, faculty, students, parents, 
and community 
 Implements a plan for providing foodservice for special functions consistent 
with board of education policies 
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Table 1. (continued) 
Functional area Competencies identified by functional area 
Computer 
technology 
 Implements management information systems that increase the productivity     
  and efficiency of the CNP operation 
 Trains staff to use computer technology in individual school sites to improve 
management techniques 
 
Nutrition 
education  
 Develops and implements a comprehensive nutrition education program using 
school cafeterias as learning laboratories 
 Establishes role of CNP as a resource for expertise in the development and 
presentation of nutrition education materials and activities 
Professional Development 
A major challenge in all areas of foodservice is attracting and maintaining quality, 
trained school foodservice employees (Leondakis, 2004). Competition with other areas of the 
larger foodservice profession for educated, well trained directors exists. Healthcare and the 
tourism industry often are competing for the same trained employees (Lipowski, 1999). 
Lewis (1996) recognized a lack of professional development opportunities for teachers, but 
an even greater lack of professional development opportunities for administrators, which 
includes the district school foodservice director. From the dishwasher to the director, each 
employee is critical to program success and each has unique training needs. Even though 
professional development may be an expensive component of an education budget, it quite 
possibly has the greatest payback (Lewis, 1996).  
The School Nutrition Association is the professional association for school nutrition 
with the sole purpose of supporting these professionals and advancing good nutrition for all 
children. Membership categories include local school level employees including managers, 
school foodservice directors, state department personnel, and others working or interested in 
the school foodservice arena (SNA, 2007e). Currently all memberships are individual and 
personally owned, but SNA leaders are recommending a group membership opportunity that 
 
  17
will be voted on during the 2007 SNA House of Delegates meeting. This type of membership 
would be owned by the school district and as employees change, the membership would pass 
to new employees (SNA, 2006a, 2007d).  
The SNA is a key player in providing professional development opportunities for all 
school foodservice employees. The SNA instituted a certification program in 1973 (Caton, 
1990) that required participation in professional development activities while improving the 
image and self esteem of members. The SNA’s certification program has three levels; all 
requiring one year of work experience in school foodservice. It also has a specified basic 
education requirement, and professional development training that includes specialized 
training as shown in Table 2. Certification not only provides recognition for employees, it 
also assures continuing education that enables employees to maximize and update their skills 
and understand the role school foodservice plays in the development of a child. This program 
provides a catalyst to prepare for job advancement and increased employee professionalism 
(SNA, 2006b).  
In 1998, the SNA identified a need for professional development and recognition for 
those with higher levels of education—generally directors. Competencies identified for 
school foodservice directors in 1996 (Carr et al., 1996), updating the Gregoire and Sneed 
study (1993), formed the foundation for the School Nutrition Specialist (SNS) credentialing 
examination (SNA, 2007b). Later, research that updated these competencies was used to 
revise and refine the SNS credentialing program (Rainville & Carr, 2001). The SNS 
credential is the highest professional development recognition in the SNA. This credential is 
now recognized as a nationally standardized examination and used by several school districts 
across the country as proof of competency in the school foodservice profession prior to 
employment (A. Hopgood, personal communication, February 21, 2006). To sit for this 
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Table 2. SNA Certification Requirementsa 
Requirements Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 
Minimum required work experience 1 year 1 year 1 year 
Minimum academic education 
requirement 
Less than high 
school diploma/GED
High school 
diploma/GED 
Post-
secondaryb 
Minimum continuing education 
requirement 15 hours 30 hours 45 hours 
Certification period 3 years 3 years 3 years 
Minimum specialized training  30 hours 90 hours 150 hoursc 
Key Area #1: Operations    
Sanitation/safety required course 
(choose 1): Serving It Safe, 
ServeSafe, or DMA’s Sanitation 
& Safety exam, or the SNA 
approved state association course 
10 10 10 
Electives   10 
Total Operations Course Hours 10 10 20 
Key Area #2: Nutrition    
Required course: Healthy EDGE 2000 
or the SNA approved state 
association course 
10 10 10 
Electives   10 
Total Nutrition Course Hours    
Key Area #3: Administration    
Electives  10 20 
Total Administration Course Hours  10 20 
Key Area #4: Communications/ Marketing    
Electives  10 20 
Total Communications/Marketing 
Course Hours  10 20 
General Electives (taken from Key Areas 
above) 10 50 70 
Total Hours Required 30 90 150 or  9 semester hoursd
Total Semester Hours   9 
Note. Certification renewal is achieved every 3 years by earning continuing education units (CEUs); 
advancement occurs when you meet eligibility requirements; and continuing education units may 
not be carried over from one certification period to the next. 
aTable adapted from SNA tables, Certification Requirements and Specialized Training Requirements 
(SNA, 2006b). bPost-secondary requirement for Level 3: Applicant must have completed at least one 
college credit course prior to applying for certification; transcript or diploma must be submitted as 
documentation. cSpecialized Training courses must be within 5 years from application for 
certification, with the exception of college courses. The Specialized Training Requirements were 
updated in October 2000. dOr 9 college-level semester hours in sanitation and safety, nutrition and 
foodservice management. 
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exam, applicants must have a minimum of an associate degree or 60 college semester hours, 
at least one year of experience in the profession at the district, state, or national level, or be 
employed in business and industry. Thirty semester hours of specialized training in foods and 
nutrition or a related area or one year of work experience as a supervisor or director in school 
foodservice may substitute for each 10 semester hours of specialized training. The credential 
may be earned by anyone working in the school foodservice industry. To maintain the 
credential, an individual must complete 45 hours of continuing education every three years 
(SNA, 2007b).  
Research conducted with those who completed the examination and those who 
qualified to sit for the examination but had  not, showed that those who took the examination 
generally possessed a higher level of education than minimally required by the credential. 
Most took the test to gain knowledge and additional credibility that the credential affords 
(Carr, Boudreaux, Conklin, & Johnson, 2003).  
Individual states are beginning to recognize the importance of professional 
development designed especially for district school foodservice directors. North Carolina’s 
State Department of Education and the University of North Carolina joined forces to design a 
leadership program for school foodservice directors with the development of a leadership 
academy. The goal of the academy was to “provide child nutrition professionals the 
opportunity to enhance their self-understanding and develop new skills to advance their 
school nutrition programs” (Coble & Clodfelter, 2003). Participants in the academy reported 
the experience strengthened their leadership abilities. Additional training academies were 
repeated and expanded to cover other areas of leadership such as “data-driven decision 
making, resource leveraging, and becoming an effective communicator for child nutrition” 
(Coble & Clodfelter).  
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Nutrition Education and Physical Activity 
Continuing education needs of individuals involved with teaching nutrition education 
were identified over 10 years ago (Conklin, 1995; Conklin & Sneed, 1997). With increasing 
emphasis on the functional area of nutrition and physical activity, district school foodservice 
directors are being called upon more frequency to offer nutrition education to students, 
faculty, and community organizations (Rainville & Carr, 2001) and must provide these 
groups with the latest, up-to-date information. Nutrition education was one of the functional 
areas Rainville and Carr identified in the most recent version of Competencies, Knowledge, 
and Skills of Effective District School Nutrition Directors/Supervisors.  
National and state governments have recognized the nutritional and physical issues 
facing children today. As Congress passed a federal law to mandate that all districts 
participating in the national school meals programs develop and implement a district 
wellness policy (Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004, 2004), states and 
local districts also recognized the alarming statistics related to children’s lack of physical 
activity and nutritional well being and passed legislation, regulations, and policies addressing 
nutrition and physical activity requirements (Carr, 1995; Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention, 2005; Food Research and Action Center, 2005). Many directors, in addition to 
other administrative duties, have been tapped to head their districts’ wellness plans (W. P. 
McElwain, personnel communication, May 14, 2006). The SNA and state affiliates, along 
with state departments of education, have provided many professional development 
opportunities for members on how to address nutrition education and wellness (SNA, 2005b). 
Food Safety and Sanitation 
Another functional area identified in the competency study was sanitation, food 
safety, and employee safety (Rainville & Carr, 2001). The focus on food safety was 
amplified with the passage of the Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004. 
 
  21
District school foodservice directors were required to develop and implement a food safety 
program based on HACCP principles in their districts by June 30, 2005 (Child Nutrition and 
WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004, 2004; USDA Food and Nutrition Service [USDA-FNS], 
2005). This additional federal requirement added accountability for the food safety area of 
responsibility for district school foodservice directors and a need to provide district-wide 
implementation, training, and guidelines for revision of the food safety plan as needed (Child 
Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 2004).  
Financial Management 
It is critical for district school foodservice directors to be competent in financial 
management and recordkeeping; another functional area identified by the National Food 
Service Management Institute  (Rainville & Carr, 2002). Some directors have stated that 
financial management skills are the most important of all skills for new district school 
foodservice directors (DeMicco et al., 1997). Most districts are required to operate on a very 
limited budget and remain financially solvent while not receiving district subsidies for 
services provided (March & Gould, 2002; Pannell, 1994). As overall school district budgets 
continue to tighten, more and more foodservice programs are being required to contribute to 
the general fund through payments of indirect costs (Pannell, 1994; Stephenson, 1992).  
Financial management affects most functional areas of the school foodservice 
program. Although understanding the successful application of all 14 functional areas were 
identified (Rainville & Carr, 2001) as essential to program success, a director’s ability to 
balance all areas, while remaining financially solvent, is crucial. The National Food Service 
Management Institute developed resources on financial management to assist school 
foodservice directors in acquiring financial management skills and begin to track finances in 
a more systematic manner (Cater, 2005). 
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Financial Implications 
The ultimate responsibility for the school foodservice program belongs to the school 
superintendent and board of education. Although financial independence is a worthy goal, 
food quality, student participation, personnel management, and nutrition integrity are other 
areas critical to long-term success of the school foodservice program (Pannell-Martin, 1999). 
Superintendents in Kansas agreed their stress levels increase as foodservice problems 
increase (March & Gould, 2002). It would be prudent for superintendents to understand that 
the more competent the district school foodservice director, the less likely there would be to 
have problems in the foodservice department (March & Gould, 2002). Financial issues, as in 
many business operations, are often the problems first identified in school foodservice 
programs (March & Gould, 2002). When management positions are filled with educated, 
competent staff, food and labor cost percentages are lower than when positions are filled with 
unqualified staff (DeMicco et al., 1997). As programs are being required to function with 
more financial independence, it is more critical than ever that leaders in the department are 
well trained and qualified for the position (DeMicco et al., 1997). Even though a director 
with training and credentials may cost the district initially, the money saved by the educated, 
qualified director could more than compensate for the extra dollars spent on additional salary 
(March & Gould, 2002). 
Financial Benchmarking 
Benchmarking is an organized, systemic approach used to measure work processes 
and operations (Johnson & Chambers, 2000). There have been several research projects 
conducted that have identified financial management techniques needed in school 
foodservice  and standards are available for directors to use when planning budgets and 
setting financial benchmarks for districts.  
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Due to our rapidly changing world, the benchmarking process should be continuous 
and ongoing (Johnson & Chambers, 2000). Hwang and Sneed (2004) identified 
benchmarking data in school foodservice programs that could be used as indicators by 
district school foodservice directors to evaluate their financial performance. In their study of 
large school districts, they found labor costs represented about 46% ± 9% and food costs 
about 45% ± 7% of total revenue generated in a school foodservice program. According to 
this research, only 8% of revenue was available for all other expenses incurred by the 
district’s school foodservice program. 
Previously, Sanchez, Gould, and Sanchez (2000) investigated the financial tools used 
by directors and concluded that as new directors are hired, it is imperative that training in 
financial management be made available to these personnel. More recently, NFSMI 
published a technical report, Financial Management Information System, that can be used to 
improve the financial quality and efficiency of a school foodservice program (Cater, 2005) 
and as an aid to help districts establish consistency in financial records so that benchmarking 
can be done.  
Financing and Food Purchasing 
Food purchasing is another aspect of the school foodservice program that can affect 
the bottom line of a school foodservice program’s as well as the nutritional integrity of meals 
served. Directors not only need the financial background to make good purchasing decisions, 
they need to know the importance of food labeling and use of food specifications, and be able 
to identify foods that children will eat while maintaining the nutritional integrity of the 
menus (Gregoire & Sneed, 1993). It is important that inventory be kept to a minimum to 
maximize use of resources. Storage space, delivery schedules, ADP, current inventory, 
production records, and commodity availability are only a few of the considerations that must 
take place in determining the amount of food to order. The director must be competent in 
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these areas and train managers to use tools available to order necessary foods to produce 
nutritionally sound menus (Martin & Conklin, 1999). 
Purchasing cooperatives offer one solution to the dilemma of lack of time or lack of 
knowledge to be able to efficiently and effectively order food or other products in a school 
system. By learning to be more flexible, a school foodservice director might join with a 
group of other foodservice directors to form a purchasing cooperative to divide 
responsibilities and utilize expertise of more experienced directors to maximize buying 
power. Even though change often makes individuals uncomfortable and threatened, by 
utilizing the expertise of the more experienced, the change could work to the advantage of all 
concerned and make everyone’s job easier and more productive (USDA, FNS, 2002).  
Financial Impact of Labor Cost 
Labor is the largest budget item in a foodservice program (Cater, Cross, & Conklin, 
2001; Martin & Conklin, 1999; Pannell-Martin, 1999). Research has looked at a variety of 
ways to determine staffing hours and variables that affect productivity in school kitchens 
(Mayo, Olsen, & Frary, 1984). More commonly, directors use a meals-per-labor-hour 
standard to determine staffing levels. Staffing benchmarks based on meals per labor hour 
have been provided in several references (Martin & Conklin, 1999; Pannell-Martin, 1999). 
Type of foodservice operation, menus, and types of food used are only a few of many factors 
cited in the literature that form the basis for determining the staffing patterns in a school. 
Because labor costs account for almost one half the entire school foodservice budget, it is 
imperative that the district school foodservice director thoroughly understand staffing 
patterns and pay close attention to staffing needs to avoid excess labor and overspending on 
labor (Martin & Conklin, 1999; Pannell-Martin, 1999).  
Children are spending more time at school in a variety of activities and school 
foodservice programs are providing more home meal supplements. As more meals and 
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snacks are served at school through federal meal programs, it becomes easier to meet the 
meals per labor hour guidelines. More meals and meal equivalents could also result in 
additional revenue as more federal and local dollars would be generated for the school 
foodservice program (Cross & Meyer, 2000). 
District school foodservice directors also are responsible for providing the correct 
quality and quantity of training for employees (Rainville & Carr, 2001). Training is a critical 
investment in overall program success and will certainly have a bearing on the number of 
meals that can be produced in a kitchen in an hour (Cruz, 2004). The school foodservice 
director is responsible for making sure employees not only know correct food preparation 
techniques, but apply safety and sanitation measures to assure quality meals for students 
(Martin & Conklin, 1999). 
 School foodservice employees are traditionally loyal, long-term employees 
(Lipowski, 1999). With so many veteran directors nearing retirement, school administrators 
need to identify what has made these employees long-term and assure that programs are 
replicated and in place to attract similar, dedicated employees. It is expensive from both a 
financial and time perspective to train new employees and, therefore, it benefits a school 
district to hire employees who can succeed and will remain with the program long term 
(Meyer, 2002a).  
Menu Planning 
Menu planning is an additional complexity faced by a district school foodservice 
director (Carr et al., 1996; Gregoire & Sneed, 1994; Rainville & Carr, 2001). With new 
dietary guidelines now in place (USDA, 2005a), directors need to utilize information on 
menu planning and train staff in changes in menus and preparation techniques to best 
preserve the nutritional quality of foods being prepared. It is disconcerting, however, that 
research indicates some district school foodservice directors may change their own eating 
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habits to be consistent with USDA’s dietary guidelines, but may still plan menus for students 
that do not reflect these standards for well-balanced meals (Hall & Read, 1990).  
Another study (Seo, Hiemstra, & Boushey, 2003) conducted some time after the Hall 
and Read (1990) study, compared the nutrient quality of school lunches by characteristics of 
schools and menu planners’ educational levels. Researchers were somewhat surprised to find 
that educational levels did not affect the percentage of nutrients in most meals served. 
Because the study only included a small number of school districts in Indiana, researchers 
reported that a larger sample size might have produced different results. Researchers also 
stated that outcomes could be due to all menu planners being required to attend training on 
USDA regulations, including menu-planning policies (Seo et al., 2003). 
USDA has specific recommendations for meal patterns that vary slightly by the meal 
planning approach and the age or grade for which the menu is being planned. Minimum 
portion sizes are established by age and grade groups. Recommendations are based on the 
Dietary Guidelines for Americans with lunch to provide one third the recommended nutrients 
averaged over a week. The food-based and enhanced-food-based patterns provide specific 
recommendations for meat/meat alternates, fruits and/or vegetables, breads and grains, and 
milk. Fresh fruits and vegetables and whole wheat breads and grains are highly encouraged 
(USDA, 2000). 
Minimum nutrient and calorie levels are used in planning menus under the Nutrient 
Standard and Assisted Nutrient Standard Planning Menu methods. Menus are planned 
utilizing computer software programs by individuals in or outside the school district. 
Minimum nutrients required also vary by age and grade. For instance, the number of 
minimum calories for grades K-6 is 664 while grades 7-12 have a minimum of 825 calories 
recommended. Fat recommendations for all menu planning systems is no more than 30% 
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calories from fat averaged over a week with no more than 10% of these calories coming from 
saturated fats (USDA, 2000). 
The latest Dietary Guidelines for Americans were published in 2005. Final 
recommendations for schools that will apply these guidelines to school meals are expected to 
be published in spring 2008 (N. Montanez-Johner, personal communication, March 13, 
2007). Whatever meal pattern is used, it is important that directors recognize their goal is to 
serve healthy, well balanced meals as well as serve attractive meals that children will eat. It is 
extremely important that directors remember that good meal participation, achieved by 
correctly pricing meals, is critical to the bottom line of a school foodservice program (Martin 
& Conklin, 1999; Pannell-Martin, 1999). 
Pricing has an impact on meal participation. Pannell-Martin (1999) cited a 1982 
USDA study indicating that participation decreases one percent for every one cent lunch 
prices are increased. If meal prices are too high, many children are forced out of the program 
due to expense. If meal prices are too low, eventually the school foodservice program will 
experience the financial impact causing price increases or lower quality food or services. If a 
district has a high number of free and reduced meals being consumed, pricing for the 
remainder of the students often can  be less because federal reimbursement for free and 
reduced meals generally subsidizes the other meals served in a district (Pannell-Martin, 
1999). 
Summary 
Well-trained leaders are needed in all administrative roles in our school system, and 
school foodservice is no exception (March & Gould, 2002). It is critical that all 
administrators have a clear understanding of the scope and operation of the school 
foodservice program. By understanding school foodservice programs, these administrators, 
who are also customers, will more readily offer their support and may influence the image of 
the program. Two-way communication is vital if school foodservice directors are to 
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recognize the wants and needs not only of students, but also of administrators and teachers 
who are key to influencing student participation (Meyer, 2002b).  
It is important that local boards of education and local superintendents recognize that 
school foodservice programs led by educated, well qualified individuals are more likely to be 
successful (Rainville & Carr, 2001). They must understand how small school districts might 
be able to also staff creatively to ensure an effective school foodservice program. In the 
future, school district administrators may need to look at non-traditional ways of managing 
their school foodservice programs. Small districts may choose to have competent directors 
serving several school districts simultaneously (Lipowski, 1999; USDA, FNS, 2002). By 
examining the affects education and multi-administrative titles of a school foodservice 
director have on an effective school foodservice program, school superintendents will be able 
to more readily identify individuals best qualified for the complex tasks of the position. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS 
Study Population 
 Every state agency administrator of school foodservice programs in the U. S. and all 
district school foodservice directors from USDA’s Southeast region were the target 
populations for this study. The Southeast region is composed of eight states—Alabama, 
Georgia, Florida, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee. 
State agency administrators responsible for school foodservice programs in these states were 
contacted to provide a list of school foodservice directors for each school district in their 
state. The entire population of 1,006 district school foodservice directors was surveyed. 
Because all district school foodservice directors in the Southeast USDA region were asked to 
participate, sampling as a threat to validity was eliminated.  
District School Foodservice Program Effectiveness 
Performance criteria identified by Hwang (Hwang, 2004; Hwang & Sneed, 2007) 
were used as the basis for determining district school foodservice program effectiveness. The 
performance areas included customer satisfaction, financial management, meal quality, 
program management, and operations management. Results of the Rainville and Carr (2001) 
study were used as a cross-check and specific components were identified under each 
performance area. Specific, measurable criteria were listed using the performance areas as a 
guide. All performance areas were included with emphasis placed on customer satisfaction. 
Customer satisfaction was identified as  the most critical area (Hwang, 2004; Hwang & 
Sneed, 2007) and it is reflected in all performance areas. If customers are not satisfied, 
participation will suffer, and the good of feeding children healthy meals will be undermined. 
Table 3 shows the development of criteria for program effectiveness based on the 
performance areas. 
 
  30
Table 3. Development of Criteria for Program Effectiveness 
Performance areas Criteria for program effectiveness 
Customer satisfaction Lunch participation at least 70% 
Breakfast offered participation within 10% of state average 
Other programs offered 
 
Financial management Minimum 2 months operating capital 
Student cost within 10% state average 
 
Meal quality Director involved in all aspects of nutrition related activities 
Wellness plan developed and implemented 
 
Program management Marketing and communication plan  
Menus follow USDA recommendations 
SMI/CRE reviews have infractions corrected 
 
Operations management Utilize cycle menus 
Director involved in professional associations 
Director SNA credentialed or certified 
Food safety program developed and implemented 
 
After all criteria were identified, most items were assigned a single point to calculate 
the district school foodservice program effectiveness score. Because high lunch participation 
would indicate strong customer satisfaction, lunch participation was assigned higher possible 
points. Because the average lunch participation in the Southeast USDA region was near 70% 
(W. P. McElwain, personnel communication, January 11, 2006), the minimum lunch 
participation was set at the regional average. All districts operating reimbursable school 
foodservice programs were mandated by federal law to have their wellness policies 
developed and implemented by the beginning of the 2006-07 school year (USDA, 2004). 
Because the wellness policies should have been completed by the time the questionnaire was 
administered, that item was only assigned a single point. After the program effectiveness 
scoring plan was complete, it was reviewed by 12 school foodservice directors on the SNA’s 
board of directors to solicit their comments and input. Four state agency administrators also 
reviewed the program effectiveness scoring plan. No suggestions for improvement were 
given.  
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Research Design 
 This study used a descriptive, cross-sectional survey design. Pearson’s chi-square was 
used to determine the relationship between the effectiveness of a school foodservice program 
and district school foodservice directors’ educational backgrounds, as well as the amount of 
time they spent on school foodservice tasks. If chi-square showed a relationship between 
variables, Cramer’s V was used to determine the strength of the associations. 
Research Instruments 
 Two research instruments were developed for use in this study. The first was a 
questionnaire developed for state agency administrators of school foodservice programs to 
gather state information to develop regional and national statistics. The second was a 
questionnaire developed to gather information from district school foodservice directors on 
local school foodservice programs and personnel.  
State Agency Administrator Questionnaire 
 State agency administrators were sent a letter (Appendix A) describing the study 
along with the State Agency Administrator Questionnaire (Appendix B). The questionnaire 
included questions to determine regional and national statistics for school foodservice 
programs. The initial questionnaire was developed and sent to five state administrators 
representing different USDA regions to determine if the information being requested was 
available and if the questions were understood. After describing the intent of the study, they 
were asked to add additional questions they felt might add to the research. They also were 
asked their opinion about the feasibility of collecting data utilizing web-based surveys.  
 The state agency administrators recommended a few changes in terminology and also 
recommended a one-page questionnaire. The questionnaire was revised based on the 
suggestions. The final instrument consisted of six questions on a single page. The 
questionnaire asked basic demographics of the state program including the number of new 
school foodservice directors employed for the 2004-05 and 2005-06 school years as well as 
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the number of school foodservice programs in each state. State administrators were asked to 
list any state regulations for the position of district school foodservice director in addition to 
their perspective of top training needs for school foodservice directors in their state. State 
administrators also were asked to provide statewide statistics on the number of school meals 
served daily in their state broken down by free, reduced, and full priced categories. Finally, 
they were asked to provide their state’s average daily attendance and average enrollments for 
breakfast and lunch. 
 It was important to include state agency administrators in the research process. Not 
only did they provide valuable information, they could also emphasize the importance of this 
research to school foodservice programs nationwide and encourage school foodservice 
directors in their state to respond.  
District School Foodservice Director Questionnaire  
A letter describing the research (Appendix C) and a 3-part questionnaire (Appendix 
D) to collect data from district school foodservice directors were developed. The district 
school foodservice director questionnaire was compiled using Microsoft WordTM. The first 
section, Part 1, was used to determine how district school foodservice directors rated various 
aspects of their foodservice program and if certain activities were performed within school 
foodservice programs. It was understood that in larger districts the school foodservice 
director may delegate many responsibilities that may be performed by a director in smaller 
districts. School foodservice directors responded with yes, no, or sometimes when evaluating 
whether department activities occurred. Even though the option of “sometimes” was given, it 
was considered a “no” when used in statistical tests. The intent of the questioning was to 
determine what tasks were being performed on a routine basis. A response of “sometimes”, 
was therefore considered a “no” when used in statistical tests. The directors evaluated the 
role the total department played in customer satisfaction, financial management, meal 
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service, program management, personnel management, food production, and facilities and 
equipment. There was a total of 60 questions in the first section. 
Part 2 included questions related to program characteristics. Questions addressing 
district size, program labor hours, financial information, free and reduced participation, type 
of foodservice programs offered, menu information, and job characteristics and qualifications 
for district school foodservice director were included. There were 61 responses required for 
section two. Some questions in this section were open-ended and required the director to give 
specific information regarding their program while others gave the director choices from 
which they selected the answer that most described their program.  
The last section, Part 3, included 37 questions related to characteristics of district 
school foodservice directors and time they spent on school foodservice activities. Questions 
associated with age, gender, employment, educational background, other credentials, and 
professional association involvement of the director were included. Some questions in this 
section required the director to give specific information while others were multiple choice 
from which respondents selected the answer that most related to them or their position as 
district school foodservice director. 
 The district school foodservice director questionnaire was pilot tested with 15 
directors during the SNA’s 2006 Child Nutrition and Industry Conference to ensure 
reliability and content validity. Directors were selected from states in regions other than the 
Southeast. Directors were sent both questionnaires and asked to clarify questions they did not 
understand and list any additional questions they felt needed to be included in the district 
school foodservice director questionnaire. The questionnaire was revised by clarifying 
terminology and deleting questions that appeared inconsistent among states. The school 
foodservice directors completing the pilot questionnaire reported that it took an average of 15 
minutes to complete. They also suggested the researcher obtain numbers of new foodservice 
directors in each state from the state agency administrators of school foodservice programs. 
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The research protocol and instruments were approved prior to distribution and data 
collection by the Iowa State University Office of Research Assurance and Institutional 
Review Board (Appendix E).  
Data Collection 
 The state agency administrator questionnaire was administered utilizing e-mail and a 
Microsoft Word TM attachment. E-mail addresses were obtained through the regional state 
agency administrator representatives on the SNA’s State Director Committee. The 
representatives sent e-mails to the state agency administrators in their regions encouraging 
them to complete the questionnaire. A pre-notice was first e-mailed by the researcher to all 
50 state agency administrators in early May 2006 to alert them that the questionnaire was 
being sent. An e-mail with the attached questionnaire was sent two to three days after the 
pre-notice. If after two weeks the state agency administrator had not responded, an e-mail 
reminder was sent. A reminder was repeated three more times over the ensuing four weeks 
(Dillman, 2002).  
Because this questionnaire was administered electronically, the director would type in 
their response. At the end of the survey, the respondents were directed to save their responses 
to their computer and then attach the questionnaire to an e-mail to submit it to the researcher. 
 Data collected with this questionnaire were used to compare states as well as to 
establish initial regional and national means for attendance, meal prices, and meal 
participation needed to develop criteria for program effectiveness within the Southeast 
USDA region. Data from other states were compiled by region and compared to the 
Southeast USDA region.  
 All 1,006 district school foodservice directors in the 8-state USDA Southeast region 
were e-mailed a request to participate in the research in May 2006. The initial e-mail 
contained a link to a website at Iowa State University where the questionnaire was housed. 
Due to security constraints at state and local levels, many directors were unable to access the 
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web site. After recognizing the connectivity problem, a decision was made to resend the 
questionnaire utilizing Microsoft Word TM. The survey instrument was included as an 
attachment in an e-mail. In seven states the e-mail was sent by the state agency administrator 
or a state SNA leader from that state. E-mails for Kentucky were sent by the researcher. The 
researcher was blind copied on all e-mails in order to capture all e-mail addresses. To ensure 
confidentiality, responses were numbered and saved to a file and not viewed until the end of 
data collection. 
Because this questionnaire was administered electronically, the director would either 
type in their response or click on the items that were multiple choice and then click their 
selected response. If they decided to change their answer, they just had to click on the 
response they wanted to select and the original response would be cleared. At the end of the 
survey, respondents were directed to save their responses to their computer and then attach 
the questionnaire to an e-mail to submit it to the researcher. 
One week prior to the questionnaire return deadline, a notice was e-mailed to remind 
all district school foodservice directors who had not responded to the questionnaire to please 
do so stressing the importance of their contribution to the research project (Dillman, 2002). 
Second and third requests were sent asking directors to complete the questionnaire. The e-
mail with the questionnaire attached was sent three more times with follow-up requests by 
the state agency administrator and/or a SNA leader in that state as recommended by Dillman 
(2002. By the time the e-mail with the Microsoft Word TM attachment was sent, many 
directors may have been or vacation and some were not 12-month employees and had no 
access to their e-mails. When a return questionnaire was received, an immediate thank you 
was sent to each respondent. 
Data Analysis 
After all responses were collected in Microsoft Word TM, a macro was written that 
transferred all questionnaire data to Microsoft Excel TM.  The macro recorded all mouse 
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strokes and key strokes used when one piece of data was moved from Microsoft Word TM. 
After data from the first respondent were transferred to Microsoft Excel TM, the macro was 
utilized to automatically move the remainder of data to the worksheet. Data were then 
checked for completeness and accuracy of transfer. Data were cleaned and then imported to 
SPSS, version 13.0 (SPSS, Inc., 2004). A program effectiveness score was computed for 
each school foodservice program using criteria in Table 4. Variables that contained a variety 
of responses, like enrollments, were divided into quartiles. After the data were in SPSS, the 
variable was sorted from smallest to largest response. Because there were 304 respondents, 
the quartiles were set at respondent 1, 76, 153, and 229. Quartiles were established and then 
used when comparing a program’s dependent variables to determine influence on program 
effectiveness.  
Data analysis steps included compiling the frequency and percentage of respondent 
information for categorical, nonparametric data; then chi-square tests were used to compare 
frequencies of categorical data and determine associations between and among variables. 
Because most variables were categorical, chi-square was used to determine if there was a 
significant association between variables. A .05 level of significance was used for all 
statistical tests (Creswell, 2005). Means and standard deviations of variables were computed 
and reported where warranted. When results were significant, a Cramer’s V post hoc test was 
used to determine the strength of the relationship between the variables being tested and the 
significance of the relationship. Because the sample size was relatively small, the strength of 
Cramer’s V often appeared weak even though highly significant. If the sample size had been 
larger, typically the strength of the relationship would increase. In some instances, a category 
had fewer than five responses; thus, chi-square was ineffective.  
After completing all statistical tests and interpretations, statistical associations were 
described. Although association by itself does not indicate a causal relationship, it aids in 
identifying specific variables that might warrant further research (Shavelson, 1996). 
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Table 4. Criteria and Scoring Used to Determine District School Foodservice Effectiveness 
Scores 
Criteria for program effectiveness Total possible points 
Lunch ADP ≥ 70 % 
70% participation – 1 
  OR 75% participation – 2 
 OR 80% participation – 3  
 
3 
Minimum operating capital 
Minimum 2 months – 1 
OR minimum 3 months – 2 
2 
Breakfast  
Available to students – 1 
PLUS participation meets or exceeds Southeast (29%) average – 2  
3 
Lunch  
Utilizes cycle menus and work schedules – 1 
PLUS student cost falls within 10% of state average – 1 
PLUS within 95% USDA nutritional standards for calorie recommendations – 1 
PLUS within 92% USDA nutritional standards for fat recommendations – 1 
4 
Other Programs Offered 
After school snacks offered as needed for after school programs – 1 
PLUS Summer meals offered– 1 
2 
Director involved in all aspects of nutrition-related program activities 
Director oversees nutrient analysis – 1 
PLUS Nutrition education available to students – 1 
2 
HACCP plan developed and implemented in all schools 
Food safety plan developed – 1 
OR Food safety plan developed and implemented – 2  
2 
District wellness policy developed and implemented 1 
Professional association participation 
Director actively involved in professional associations – 1 
PLUS Director SNA credentialed or certified – 1 
2 
Marketing and communications plan developed and implemented 
Marketing and communication plan developed – 1 
OR marketing and communication plan developed and implemented – 2 
2 
No critical infractions identified on previous state SMI/CRE reviews 
Infractions noted but have been corrected – 1 
OR no infractions – 2 
2 
TOTAL 25 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
State Agency Administrator Questionnaire 
Responses were received from 21 of the 50 (41.2%) state agency administrators of 
school nutrition programs. Respondents represented a cross-section of the country as 
responses came from every USDA region except the Northeast. There were three responses 
from the Western, Midwest, and Mountain Plains regions, two responses from the Mid-
Atlantic and Southwest regions, and the remaining eight states were from the Southeast 
region.  
Fifteen of the 21 state agency administrators reported that a total of 290 district 
school foodservice director positions had been replaced in the last two years. The other six 
state agency administrators reported they did not collect information identifying new district 
school foodservice directors.  
Financial management and the need to understand basic program rules and 
regulations were identified as top training needs in 10 states. Basic management skills (n = 6) 
and marketing skills (n = 5) were other training needs mentioned. 
Southeast USDA Region  
Responses were received from all eight states in the USDA’s Southeast region. There 
was an average of 126 school districts in each state in the Southeast region and an average of 
2,762,284 students per state. Five states have requirements for the position of district school 
foodservice director and recommendations were suggested by a sixth state. Florida and 
Georgia both required a Master’s degree; Alabama required a BS/BA degree. Mississippi 
required a state certification administered and issued by the Mississippi Department of 
Education and Kentucky required a minimum of level 2 SNA certification or SNA 
credentialing. North Carolina encouraged districts to only hire district school foodservice 
 
  39
directors who had the School Nutrition Specialist credential and South Carolina and 
Tennessee had no state requirements.  
Average price charged for lunch in the Southeast region was $1.63. Lunch 
participation ranged from a low of 44% in Florida to a high of 76% in Mississippi with an 
average of 66%. Breakfast participation ranged from a low of 16% in Florida to a high of 
38% in Mississippi with an average of 26% throughout the region. Average price charged for 
breakfast was $0.83. 
Other USDA Regions 
There are no individual school districts in Hawaii and the state department of 
education acts as the local district for the entire state. With that exception, there was an 
average of 432 districts in the remaining 12 states. Because the enrollment for the states 
averaged 914,976, each district averaged less than half the students of those districts in the 
Southeast region. This could influence a district’s ability to hire degreed individuals to 
oversee school foodservice programs and may explain why there were no state requirements 
for the position of district school foodservice director in those states. Average price charged 
for lunch reported by state agency administrators outside the Southeast region was $1.68. 
This was five cents higher than the average price charged for lunch in the Southeastern states. 
Lunch average daily participation based on enrollment was 58% and breakfast was 22%. 
Average price charged for breakfast was $1.00, 17 cents higher than the average price 
charged in the Southeast region. 
District School Foodservice Director Questionnaire  
Characteristics of Respondents 
A total of 304 (30.2%) of 1,006 district school foodservice directors surveyed from 
the 8-state USDA Southeast region responded. Characteristics of district school foodservice 
directors who responded are summarized in Table 5. All states in the Southeast USDA region 
were represented with the largest percentage (n = 82, 27%)  from Kentucky and the  
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Table 5. Characteristics of District School Foodservice Directors (N = 304) in the Southeast 
USDA Region 
Characteristic n % 
 
Gender    
Female 268 88.2 
Male 36 11.8 
Total 304 100.0 
 
Age  
  
30 years or younger 24 7.9 
31-50 years 2 .7 
51-65 years 278 91.4 
Total 304 100.0 
 
States represented 
  
Alabama 34 11.2 
Florida 19 6.3 
Georgia 44 14.5 
Kentucky 82 27.0 
Mississippi 22 7.2 
North Carolina 42 13.8 
South Carolina 27 8.9 
Tennessee 34 11.2 
Total 304 100.0 
 
Educational level 
  
High school  37  12.2 
Some college  30  9.9 
Bachelor’s degree  98  32.2 
Graduate degree 139  45.7 
Total 304 100.0 
 
College major of district school foodservice directors 
  
Business 30 9.9 
Education 18 5.9 
Foods/Nutrition/Dietetics 74 24.3 
Home Economics/Family and Consumer Sciences 54 17.8 
School Administration 35 11.5 
Other 26 8.6 
Total 237 78.0 
 
Years employed in district school foodservice 
  
5 years or less 97 31.9 
6-15 years 86 28.3 
16-25 years 93 30.6 
26 years or more 28 9.2 
Total 304 100.0 
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Table 5. (continued) 
Characteristic n % 
 
Years employed as a district school foodservice director 
  
5 years or less 93 30.6 
6-15 years 152 50.0 
16-25 years 47 15.5 
26 years or more 12 3.9 
Total 304 100.0 
 
Years of foodservice experience prior to school foodservice 
  
5 years or less 230 75.7 
6-15 years 58 19.1 
16-25 years 15 4.9 
26 years or more 1 .3 
Total 304 100.0 
 
Months employed annually 
  
9-10 months (same as most teachers) 40 13.2 
11 months 69 22.7 
12 months 195 64.1 
Total 304 100.0 
 
 
remaining 73% (n = 222)  from the other seven states. Florida had the lowest response with 
19 (6.3%) of Florida school foodservice directors responding. Most respondents (n = 278, 
91.4%) were 51 years of age and over. Even though many district school foodservice  
directors were in this age range, 80.6% (n = 245) had been employed as a district school 
foodservice director for 15 years or less, indicating they may have begun their job as a school 
foodservice director after another career or returned to the work force later in life. Most 
district school foodservice directors (75.7%) had spent five years or less in the foodservice 
industry prior to working in school foodservice.  
The majority of respondents (77.9%) had college degrees although only 74 (24.3%) 
had degrees directly related to dietetics, foods and nutrition, or institutional management. 
There were, however, another 54 (17.8%) with majors in vocational home economics who 
would have taken foods, nutrition, and some type of management courses in their 
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undergraduate training. Five district school foodservice directors with degrees did not list 
their major. Only 37 (12%) respondents had no college. Of the 67 (22.1%) respondents with 
no college degree, 40 (59.7%) were from Kentucky.  
Professional Activities and Credentials. Professional activities and credentials of 
district school foodservice directors are summarized in Table 6. The majority of district 
school foodservice directors reported that they were involved in professional organizations. 
The largest professional membership was in the SNA with 272 (89.5%) being members, 
although less than half 128 (42.1%) viewed themselves as extremely or even moderately 
active. It was interesting that although 142 (46.7%) of the district school foodservice 
directors were registered dietitians, only 74 reported majoring in a foods or nutrition related 
area. The 68 who were registered dietitians and did not report their major in an area related to 
foods or nutrition may have been one of those not listing a major or may have listed their 
Master’s degree. Of the 142 registered dietitians, only 31 were members of ADA and only 10 
reported being moderately or extremely active in that organization.  
District school foodservice directors held a variety of credentials with 142 (46.7%) 
being registered dietitians, 100 (32.9%) holding teaching certificates, 141 (46.4%) being 
SNA certified, and 83 (27.3%) holding a School Nutrition Specialist credential. According to 
the SNA, 1,567 (29.8%) district school foodservice director members nationwide are SNA 
certified and 655 (12%) are credentialed (SNA, 2007a). This would indicate district school 
foodservice directors in the Southeast region are twice as likely to achieve these certifications 
and credentials compared to district school foodservice directors in the other USDA regions. 
With this high level of certification and credentialing, district school foodservice directors in 
the Southeast region may be more likely to be involved in professional development 
activities that would keep them up-to-date in all functional areas and competencies identified 
by Rainville and Carr (2001).  
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Table 6. Credentials and Professional Activity Characteristics of District School Foodservice 
Directors (N = 304) in the Southeast USDA Region 
Characteristic n % 
 
Member of ADA 
  
No 273 89.8 
Yes 31 10.2 
Total 304 100.0 
 
Registered Dietitian 
  
No 162 53.3 
Yes 142 46.7 
Total 304 100.0 
 
Involvement in ADA 
  
Not Applicable 273 89.8 
Minimal 21 6.9 
Average 7 2.3 
Extremely 3 1.0 
Total 304 100.0 
 
Member of SNA 
  
No 32 10.5 
Yes 272 89.5 
Total 304 100.0 
 
Involvement in SNA 
  
Not Applicable 32 10.5 
Minimal 144 47.4 
Average 87 28.6 
Extremely 41 13.5 
Total 304 100.0 
 
SNA certified 
  
No 163 53.6 
Yes 141 46.4 
Total 304 100.0 
 
SNS credentialed 
  
No 221 72.7 
Yes 83 27.3 
Total 304 100.0 
 
Teacher Certification 
  
No 204 67.1 
Yes 100 32.9 
Total 304 100.0 
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When determining the relationship between district school foodservice directors’ 
activity level in the SNA and their highest level of education, a two-way contingency table 
analysis was calculated. Pearson χ2 (6, N = 304) = 27.72, p = .000 indicated a relationship; 
therefore, a Cramer’s V was performed. The effect size was .23 with significance of p = .000. 
This statistic indicated a medium strength but highly significant relationship between district 
school foodservice directors’ highest level of education and his/her activity level in the SNA 
with a high probability of accuracy (Table 7). The higher the education level, the more likely 
district school foodservice director is to be involved in his/her professional association. 
Administrative Duties of District School Foodservice Directors. Thirty-nine 
(12.8%) district school foodservice directors responding to the questionnaire had 
administrative titles in addition to district school foodservice director. Of these, 32 had two 
administrative titles, five had three administrative titles, and two had four administrative 
titles. 
 
Table 7. District School Foodservice Directors’ Activity Level in the SNA and Their Highest 
Level of Education (N = 304) 
    Activity level in the SNAa   
Highest level of education Minimal Average Extremely Total  
High school    
Count 42 12 3 57 
Expected Count 30.3 18.2 8.6 57 
BA/BS     
Count 51 22 11 84 
Expected Count 44.6 26.8 12.6 84 
Graduate school     
Count 52 53 27 132 
Expected Count 70.1 42.1 19.8 132 
Total     
Count 145 87 41 273 
Expected Count 145.0 87.0 41.0 273 
aActivity levels listed for the SNA were not defined, but left up to interpretation by the respondent 
when they answered the question. 
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Administrative titles reported were vocational education supervisor (n = 28), finance 
director (n = 10), instructional supervisor (n = 6), and Title I coordinator (n = 4). When a 
district school foodservice director had responsibility for more than one administrative area, 
the time spent on foodservice activities varied dramatically from 15% to 95% (Table 8).  
 
Table 8. Percentage of Time Spent on Administrative Duties Outside School Foodservice by 
District School Foodservice Directors (N = 39) with Multiple Administrative Titles 
in the Southeast USDA Region 
Administrative duty na 
Minimum 
% 
Maximum 
% M SD 
Vo Ed administrator 28 5 85 24 .22 
Finance director 10 5 70 40 .22 
Instructional supervisor 6 25 60 48 .12 
Title I director 4 3 50 17 .22 
aBecause some administrators had more than one title, the sum of n’s does not equal 39. 
District and Program Characteristics. Demographics of school districts in the 
Southeast USDA region are summarized in Table 9. Size of districts varied dramatically from 
303 to 180,000 students with the greatest number falling in the 2,001-5,000 category. The 
majority of districts were rural (n = 195, 64.1%).  
There were local educational requirements for school foodservice directors in many 
districts throughout the Southeast region. Local districts in many states had requirements that 
superseded state requirements. Almost one half (n = 146, 48.0%) required a BS/BA degree 
and 76 (25.0%) districts required a graduate degree. Only 76 (25.0%) districts had a 
minimum requirement of a high school diploma. School foodservice programs required to 
pay indirect costs to their board were about evenly split with 151 (49.7%) not paying and 153 
(50.3%) being required to pay. Larger districts throughout the Southeast region were more  
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Table 9. Characteristics of School Districts and School Foodservice Programs (N = 304) in 
the Southeast USDA Region  
Characteristic n % 
 
School district location   
Urban area 43 14.1 
Suburban area 66 21.7 
Rural 195 64.1 
Total 304 100.0 
 
School district size 
  
2,000 or fewer 53 17.43 
2,001-5,000 120 39.47 
5,001-10,000 49 16.12 
10,001-20,000 41 13.49 
20,001 and above 41 13.49 
 
Education requirements for school foodservice position   
High school diploma 76 25.0 
Associate degree 6 2.0 
BS/BA degree 146 48.0 
Graduate degree 76 25.0 
Total 304 100.0 
 
Indirect cost paid to school district 
  
No 151 49.7 
Yes 153 50.3 
Total 304 100.0 
 
Monthly breakfast a la carte 
  
No a la Carte Offered 182 59.9 
$1.00-$500.00 47 15.5 
$501-$1,000 18 5.9 
$1,001-$5,000 38 12.5 
$5,001 and Over 19 6.3 
Total 304 100.0 
   
Monthly lunch a la carte   
No a la carte offered 139 45.7 
$1.00-$500.00 9 3.0 
$501-$1,000 7 2.3 
$1,001-$5,000 45 14.8 
$5,001 and Over 104 34.2 
Total 304 100.0 
 
District offers outside vending   
No 276 90.8 
Yes 28 9.2 
Total 304 100.0 
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Table 9. (continued) 
Characteristic n % 
 
Vending machines open during breakfast   
No 245 80.6 
Yes 59 19.4 
Total 304 100.0 
   
Vending machines open during lunch   
No 230 75.7 
Yes 74 24.3 
Total 304 100.0 
   
District offers catering   
No 171 56.3 
Yes 133 43.8 
Total 304 100.0 
   
Type of food preparation   
Heat and serve 33 10.9 
Combination seat & serve—from scratch 3 1.0 
Mainly from scratch cooking 268 88.2 
Total 304 100.0 
   
Type of dishware used   
Mainly disposables 48 15.8 
Dishware that must be warewashed 82 27.0 
Combination of warewashing and disposables 174 57.2 
Total 304 100.0 
   
How often is cycle menu updated   
No cycle menus 92 30.3 
Annually 13 4.3 
Semi-annually 48 15.8 
Seasonally 21 6.9 
3 times a year 47 15.5 
Quarterly 83 27.3 
Total 304 100.0 
   
Length of cycle menus   
No cycle menus 92 30.3 
2 wks 21 6.8 
3 wks 64 21.1 
4 wks 102 33.6 
5 or more weeks 25 8.2 
Total 304 100.0 
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Table 9. (continued) 
Characteristic n % 
Length of lunch (minutes) time for high school students 
  
15-20 65 21.4 
21-25 119 39.2 
26-over 120 39.4 
Total 304 100.0 
   
Length of lunch (minutes) time for middle school students   
15-20 85 28.0 
21-25 130 42.7 
26 and over 89 29.3 
Total 304 100.0 
   
Length of lunch (minutes) time for elementary school students   
20-24 102 33.6 
25-29 120 39.5 
30 and over 82 26.9 
Total 304 100.0 
   
Open campus schools   
No 286 94.0 
Yes 18 5.9 
Total 304 100.0 
   
Grades allowed open campus privileges   
0 286 94.1 
11-12 3 1.0 
12 15 4.9 
Total 304 100.0 
   
Immediate supervisor   
Other 42 13.8 
Assistant/Associate Superintendent 161 53.0 
Superintendent 101 33.2 
Total 304 100.0 
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likely to pay indirect costs and districts in Tennessee were less likely to pay indirect costs 
than other states. 
The questionnaire also revealed that the majority of districts (n = 182, 59.9%) do not 
sell a la carte items during breakfast; however 165 (54.3%) districts continue to sell a la carte 
items during lunch. Monthly a la carte sales during lunch averaged over $5,000 in 104 
(34.2%) school districts. Only 59 (19.4%) school districts had vending available during 
breakfast and 74 (24.3%) during lunch.  
Question 4 of Part 2 asked about a district’s meals per labor hour. Even though the 
definition was given directly after the question, it was apparent from the responses that 
respondents either did not understand the question or did not read the definition because the 
answers were totally inappropriate. This question was eliminated from the questionnaire after 
initial tabulations took place and it was evident by answers provided that the question had not 
been interpreted the same by all respondents. 
Characteristics of School Foodservice Programs 
Table 10 presents district school foodservice directors’ perceptions of how their 
school district implements criteria involved with program operations. Percentages in each 
performance area were averaged. The performance areas with the lowest percentage of yes 
responses included customer satisfaction (69%) and program management (70%). These 
areas incorporated marketing and customer service standards. These would be the areas of 
highest perceived weakness rated by district school foodservice directors. This finding is 
consistent with the SNA’s identification of top program needs as shown in their 2006-07 Plan 
of Action (SNA, 2006a). It was interesting that 48% of state agency administrators of school 
foodservice programs responding to the questionnaire listed financial management as the 
greatest training need, yet 95% of district school foodservice directors reported success in 
this area. Although directors completing the questionnaire may be competent in financial  
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Table 10. Characteristics of District School Foodservice Program Operations (N = 304) in 
the Southeast USDA Region 
Characteristic   Yes  n   (%) 
  Sometimes  
n   (%) 
  No  
n   (%) 
 
Customer satisfaction  
Respond to customer suggestions 265 (87.2%) 35 (11.5%) 4   (1.3%)
Meet meal components 256 (84.2%) 17   (5.6%) 31 (10.2%)
Measure service quality 250 (82.2%) 34 (11.2%) 20   (6.6%)
Work with administrators 222 (73.0%) 65 (21.4%) 17   (5.6%)
Implement communication plan 168 (55.3%) 57 (18.8%) 79 (26.0%)
Monitor customer satisfaction 149 (49.0%) 105 (34.5%) 50 (16.4%)
Seek parent involvement 149 (49.0%) 113 (37.2%) 42 (13.8%)
 
Financial management  
Monitor meal preparation 302 (99.3%) 2   (0.7%) 0  (0.0%)
Purchase using proper procurement procedures 302 (99.3%) 1   (0.3%) 1  (0.3%)
Monitor profit and loss statements 296 (97.4%) 3   (1.0%) 5  (1.6%)
Maintain inventory control system 296 (97.4%) 5   (1.6%) 3  (1.0%)
Develop annual budget 295 (97.0%) 5   (1.6%) 4  (1.3%)
Meet budget guidelines 273 (89.8%) 30   (9.9%) 1  (0.3%)
Prepare profit and loss statements 261 (85.9%) 16   (5.3%) 27   (8.9%)
 
Meal production  
Provide flavorful meals 302 (99.3%) 2   (0.7%) 0   (0.0%)
Provide a variety of food choices 301 (99.0%) 3   (1.0%) 0   (0.0%)
Provide appropriate serving sizes 299 (98.4%) 4   (1.3%) 1   (0.3%)
Provide a variety of textures & colors in foods 296 (97.4%) 8   (2.6%) 0   (0.0%)
Maintain food at proper temperature 302 (97.3%) 2   (0.7%) 0   (0.0%)
Provide attractive meals 292 (96.1%) 12   (3.9%) 0   (0.0%)
 
Program management  
Maintain free-reduced management system 303 (99.7%) 1   (0.3%) 0   (0.0%)
Meet USDA meal recommendations 299 (98.4%) 3   (1.0%) 2   (0.7%)
Maintain record keeping system 295 (97.0%) 4   (1.3%) 5   (1.6%)
Develop district Wellness Plan  293 (96.4%) 3   (1.0%) 8   (2.6%)
Provide written standards and procedures 284 (93.4%) 17   (5.6%) 3   (1.0%)
Revise written standards and procedures 
when needed 281 (92.4%) 19   (6.3%) 4   (1.3%)
Implement Wellness Plan  259 (85.2%) 23   (7.6%) 22   (7.2%)
Make nutrition education an essential 
component of meals 201 (66.1%) 90 (29.6%) 13   (4.3%)
Make nutrition education materials available 
to teachers 175 (57.6%) 111 (36.5%) 18   (9.0%)
Perform nutritional analysis on menus 169 (55.6%) 71 (23.4%) 64 (21.4%)
Make nutrition education available to students 158 (52.0%) 118 (38.8%) 28   (9.2%)
Develop marketing plan  122 (40.1%) 66 (21.7%) 116 (38.2%)
Implement marketing plan  107 (35.2%) 64 (21.1%) 133 (43.8%)
Make nutrition education materials available 
to parents 52 (17.1%) 232 (76.3%) 20   (6.6%)
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Table 10. (continued) 
 
Characteristic   Yes  n   (%) 
  Sometimes  
n   (%) 
  No  
n   (%) 
 
Personnel management   
Encourage teamwork of employees 301 (99.0%) 3   (1.0%) 0   (0.0%)
Utilize computer programs to meet needs 294 (96.7%) 6   (2.0%) 4   (1.3%)
Share ideas with other district school 
foodservice directors 290 (95.4%) 14   (4.6%)  0   (0.0%)
  
Ensure employees participate in professional 
development activities 285 (93.8%) 14   (4.6%) 5   (1.6%)
Maintain personnel records and data 280 (92.1%) 10   (3.3%) 14   (4.6%)
Assess training needs of employees 277 (91.1%) 22   (7.2%) 5   (1.6%)
Hire employees 275 (90.5%) 7   (2.3%) 22   (7.2%)
Review job performance of employees 270 (88.8%) 11   (3.6%) 23   (7.6%)
Maintain meals per labor hour guidelines 259 (85.2%) 24   (7.9%) 21   (6.9%)
Provide training based on assessed needs 257 (84.5%) 41 (13.5%) 6   (2.0%)
Establish work schedule procedures 254 (83.6%) 33 (10.9%) 17   (5.6%)
Provide employee recognition program 135 (44.4%) 95 (31.3%) 74 (24.3%)
 
Food production   
Ensure accurate work schedules are kept 303 (99.7%) 1   (0.3%) 0   (0.0%)
Ensure system for portion control 297 (97.7%) 5   (1.6%) 2   (0.7%)
Develop HACCP plan 297 (97.7%) 1   (0.3%) 6   (2.0%)
Implement HACCP plan 285 (93.8%) 8   (2.6%) 11   (3.6%)
Ensure utilization of standardized menus 281 (92.4%) 22   (7.2%) 1   (0.3%)
Ensure food is evaluated prior to service 268 (88.2%) 28   (9.2%) 8   (2.6%)
Ensure work schedules are followed 258 (84.9%) 36 (11.8%) 10   (3.3%)
 
Facilities and equipment   
Ensure proper equipment is available for 
service 298 (98.0%) 6   (2.0%) 0   (0.0%)
Ensure proper equipment is available for 
production 295 (97.0%) 9   (3.0%) 0   (0.0%)
Ensure kitchen equipment is well maintained 290 (95.4%) 11   (3.6%) 3   (1.0%)
Ensure cafeteria facilities are inviting to 
students 256 (84.2%) 7   (2.3%) 1   (0.3%)
Ensure kitchen facilities are up-to-date 230 (75.7%) 67 (22.0%) 7   (2.3%)
Ensure kitchen facilities are properly designed 226 (74.3%) 56 (18.4%) 22   (7.2%)
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management, there might still be a great need for training in this area for district school 
foodservice directors not represented in this study.  
There seemed to be some confusion with terminology and application of terms. For 
instance, some states referred to all students enrolled in a school as “enrollment” while other 
states termed this “membership”. Some states computed percentage of meal participation on 
daily attendance (ADP/ADA) and others based the percentage on enrollment 
(ADP/Membership). There also appeared to be confusion on meals per labor hour and 
computation was not the same from state to state. 
Personnel management (87%), facilities and equipment (87%), and food production 
(93%) were additional areas in which most district school foodservice directors perceived 
they met identified standards. District school foodservice directors indicated these as more 
likely to be the high performance areas. Meal service was shown to be the area of least 
concern as 98% of district school foodservice directors reported their programs were meeting 
the identified standards.  
Program Effectiveness 
Attitudes of District School Foodservice Directors. When school foodservice 
directors responded to a question related to their attitude toward their career, most liked what 
they did (M = 3.4 ± 0.6). Almost one half of respondents (46.1%) loved what they did with a 
passion and another 46.1% liked what they did. Interestingly, district school foodservice 
directors’ attitudes had an effect on the success of their programs as 7.9% who did not like 
their job or felt it was “just a job” scored lower on the program effectiveness  score. 
When determining the relationship between district school foodservice directors’ 
attitude and their program effectiveness score, a two-way contingency table analysis was 
calculated. Pearson χ2 (6, N = 304) = 15.92, p = .014 indicated a relationship and therefore a 
Cramer’s V was performed. The effect size was .16 with a significance of p = .014. This 
statistic indicated a significant, but weak relationship between district school foodservice  
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directors’ attitude toward their profession and success of their program with a high 
probability of accuracy (Table 11). 
District school foodservice directors were asked to do an overall rating of their 
foodservice programs. The majority (n = 251, 82.6%) viewed their program as either above 
average or outstanding (M = 3.1 ± 0.69 on a 4-point scale; Table 12). To determine the 
relationship between district school foodservice directors’ perceptions of their program’s 
effectiveness and program effectiveness based on the study criteria, a two-way contingency 
table analysis was used. Pearson χ2 (6, N = 304) = 20.15, p = .003 indicated a relationship. 
Cramer’s V of .18 with p = .003 indicated a highly significant but weak relationship between 
the two variables. It was concluded that district school foodservice directors’ perceptions of 
their programs were generally correct (Table 13). How they rated their programs and how the 
districts were rated using the program effective score were very similar. This also might 
 
Table 11. District School Foodservice Directors’ Attitude Toward Job (N = 304) and 
Program Effectiveness Score Quartiles 
Program effectiveness score quartile    
Attitude toward job 1 2 3 4 Total  
Just a job  
Count 11 4 5 4 24 
Expected count 5.4 5.1 6.7 6.9 24 
 
Like it      
Count 37 29 40 34 140 
Expected count 31.3 29.5 39.1 40.1 140 
 
Love it with a passion      
Count 20 31 40 49 140 
Expected count 31.3 29.5 39.1 40.1 140 
 
Total      
Count 68 64 85 87 304 
Expected count 68 64 85 87 304 
Note. Program effectiveness scores were calculated and divided into quartiles with 4 being the 
highest quartile.  
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Table 12. District School Foodservice Directors’ Ratings of School Foodservice Programs  
(N = 304) 
Directors’ ratinga n % 
Needs improvement 3 1.0 
Average 50 16.4 
Above average 165 54.3 
Outstanding 86 28.3 
Total 304 100.0 
aA 4-point scale was utilized with 1 = Needs improvement and 4 = Outstanding 
 
 
Table 13. District School Foodservice Directors’ Rating of School Foodservice Programs  
(N = 304) and Program Effectiveness Score Quartiles  
Program effectiveness score quartiles   
Program ratings 1 2 3 4 Total 
 
Average   
Count  21 9 12 11 53a 
Expected count 11.9 11.2 14.8 15.2 53a 
 
Above Average      
Count 32 33 57 43 165 
Expected count 36.9 34.7 46.1 47.2 165 
 
Outstanding      
Count 15 22 16 33 86 
Expected count 19.2 18.1 24.0 24.6 86 
 
Total      
Count 68 64 85 87 304 
Expected Count 68.0 64.0 85.0 87.0 304 
Note. Program effectiveness scores were calculated and divided into quartiles with 4 being the 
highest quartile. 
aAverage rating also includes those that reported needing improvement since the number in that 
category was fewer than 5 and true effect size would not be shown. 
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indicate that district school foodservice directors not only are aware of their successes, but 
also when program improvements are needed. 
Table 14 shows frequency and percentage of responses of district school foodservice 
directors to process criteria included in the program effectiveness score. Only 122 (40.1%) 
respondents met the criteria for an effective program of scoring at least 1 in each major 
category. When observed in a bar graph, the scores for the effective programs resulted in a 
bell curve (Figure 1). 
With emphasis on sanitation in schools and requirements by Congress for all schools 
to develop and implement a food safety plan based on HACCP principles (USDA, 2004), it 
was not surprising to find 285 (93.8%) respondents reported to have developed and 
implemented a food safety plan for their school foodservice program. Only 7 (2.3%) 
programs had no plans developed and implemented. 
Almost 3/4 of the district school foodservice directors reported utilizing cycle menus 
(n = 216, 71.1%). Using cycle menus would make it easier to consistently provide meals that 
meet USDA meal recommendations. It is important that children have adequate caloric 
intake, especially as meals at school may be the only nutritious food that many children may 
receive. On the other hand, with the obesity issue in our country, it is equally important that 
children’s caloric intake not be excessive. Even though only 66 (21.7%) reported menus 
falling within 95% of USDA caloric guidelines, 243 (79.9%) fell within 92% of USDA’s 
minimum recommendation for fat in meals. USDA recommends reimbursable school lunches 
have no more than 30% calories from fat averaged over a 1-week period. Although there is 
still room to improve, this statistic is one that could be effectively used with the media when 
discussing school foodservice programs. 
School foodservice programs’ financial stability were fairly evenly divided with 35% 
having less than two months operating balance, 30% reported two to three months, and 35% 
were financially stable with more than a three month fund balance.  
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Table 14. Response of District School Foodservice Directors (N = 304) in the Southeast 
USDA Region to Factors Included in Program Effectiveness Scorea 
Criteria for program effectiveness n   %b 
Lunch participation   
70% - 74% 115 37.8 
75% - 79% 70 23.0 
80% and above 53 17.4 
   
Minimum operating capital   
Minimum of 2 months 92 30.3 
Minimum of 3 months 105 34.5 
   
Breakfast   
Available to students 301 99.0 
Participation exceed Southeast average 186 61.2 
   
Lunch   
Utilizes cycle menu 216 71.1 
Student cost within 10% state average 179 58.9 
Within 95% USDA calorie recommendation 66 21.7 
Within 92% USDA fat recommendation 243 79.9 
   
Other programs offered   
After school snacks 196 64.5 
Summer meals 179 58.9 
   
Director involved in all aspects of nutrition related activities   
Oversees nutrient analysis 169 55.6 
Nutrition education available to students 158 52.0 
   
Food safety plan   
Plan developed 297 97.7 
Plan implemented 285 93.8 
   
Wellness policy   
Plan developed and implemented 259 85.2 
   
Professional association participation   
Director involved in professional associations 272 89.5 
Director SNA credentialed or certified 180 59.2 
   
Marketing and communication plan   
Plan developed 122 40.1 
Plan implemented 107 35.2 
   
SMI/CRE reviews   
Infractions noted but corrected 155 51.0 
No infractions 149 49.0 
aMean program effectiveness score was 14.8 ± 2.9 with a range of 14. The minimum score was 7 
with the maximum score was 21. bPercentages based on the total number to whom the criteria 
applied and those that met that criteria. 
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Figure 1. School Foodservice Program Effectiveness Scores 
 
Over half of the respondents (n = 179, 59%) reported they had lunch prices within 
their state’s average lunch price as shown in Table 15. The Southeast regional average 
reported by the state school foodservice administrators was $1.63 compared to an average of 
$1.87 average reported by the district school foodservice respondents. This would indicate 
meal prices of lunches of non-respondents were lower than those district school foodservice 
directors who did respond. 
During the 2006-07 school year, federal reimbursement for a free lunch in the 
contiguous United States was $2.40 compared to $0.23 reimbursement received for the full 
price meal (USDA, FNS, 2006, p. 39053). With the average lunch price in the Southeast 
region being $1.63, districts with high free and reduced participation would logically have an 
easier time being financially secure. 
An average of 158 (52.0%) district school foodservice directors were involved in all 
aspects of nutrition education. With the multifaceted role of a district school foodservice 
director and the complexity of required core curriculum content that in many states did not 
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Table 15. Average Lunch Prices of Districts by State in USDA’s Southeast Region (N = 304) 
State 
Average  
lunch price  
Number of 
respondents  
Frequency within 
10% state average 
% within  
10% state average 
AL $1.50 34 26 76.5 
FL $1.65 19 12 63.2 
GA $2.10 44 25 56.8 
KY $1.47 82 72 87.8 
MS $1.50 22 15 68.1 
NC $1.65 42 25 59.5 
SC $1.43 27 26 96.2 
TN $1.78 34 20 58.8 
Total $1.87 304 221 80.9 
Note. All data shown are based on respondent districts and do not reflect all districts within a state. 
 
include nutrition education, this was not surprising. Many states have added more required 
classes and concepts to be taught from kindergarten through grade 12 and classes that are no 
longer viewed as essential have been eliminated. Directors reported that nutrition concepts 
were integrated in some classes, but also reported that this instruction is minimal. Although 
directors may be able to provide nutrition education for a few classes, it is impractical to 
believe that those school foodservice directors could provide all the instruction needed in a 
district even if the district encouraged the concepts to be taught (SNA, 2004, 2005c). Many 
directors reported providing nutrition education materials to teachers (n = 175, 57.6%). Even 
though school foodservice directors may not have been involved in classroom nutrition 
education activities, 201 (66.1%) district school foodservice directors reported they worked 
with nutrition activities that might take place within the cafeteria. With the emphasis on the 
importance of wellness and the increasing problems with childhood obesity, it is more 
important than ever to ensure that nutrition education is taught in schools and to utilize the 
cafeteria as a learning laboratory. Students not only learn to apply the nutrition principles 
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they learn in the classroom, but they also learn nutrition facts that may be presented with 
signage, food sampling, songs, and even modeling by adults (USDA, 2004). 
Of the 304 districts participating in the survey, only 66 (21.7%) reported lunch 
participation below 70%. State agency administrators in the Southeast USDA region reported 
61% average lunch participation. This statistic was not consistent with the state agency 
administrators who reported 50% of school districts fell below the 70% participation figure. 
This variance could be explained by an unusually high number of districts with high meal 
participation completing the questionnaire. Table 16 shows average lunch participation by 
state within the Southeast. The regional average was only slightly below the 70% goal 
identified in the program effectiveness score. Those state agency administrators outside the 
Southeast region who responded reported 58% average lunch participation. This would 
indicate that district school foodservice directors in the Southeast who responded to the 
 
 
Table 16. Average Lunch Participation of Districts by State in USDA’s Southeast Region  
as Reported by Both District Directors (N = 304) and State Agency Administrators 
(N = 8) 
State 
Average 
enrollment 
Average 
full lunch
Average 
reduced 
lunch 
Average 
free 
lunch ADP % ADP % ADPa 
AL 6,874 2,377 491 2,026 4,894 71% 67% 
FL 41,698 10,356 2,786 14,003 27,145 65% 44% 
GA 14,962 4,579 1,151 5,309 11,038 74% 75% 
KY 5,310 1,708 394 1,830 3,932 74% 71% 
MS 5,594 1,986 482 1,751 4,220 75% 76% 
NC 18,305 5,552 1,018 5,546 12,116 66% 61% 
SC 8,621 3,156 625 2,276 6,057 70% 59% 
TN 7,395 2,710 419 2,048 5,176 70% 73% 
Totals 13,595 4,053 921 4,349 9,322 69% 66% 
Note. All data shown are based on respondent districts and do not reflect all districts within a state.  
aStatewide information provided by state agency administrators that include respondents and non-
respondents. 
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questionnaire had greater meal participation than the average of responding states outside the 
Southeast region.  
Impact of Educational Backgrounds. A two-way contingency table analysis was 
used to determine whether there was a relationship between the size of a school district and 
the educational requirements of the school foodservice director in a school district. The two 
variables, size of district (reported in quartiles) and local education requirements of district 
school foodservice directors, were found to be significantly related,  Pearson χ2 (6, N = 304) 
= 47.034, p = .000. Cramer’s V of .28, p = .000, indicated a moderate relationship that was 
highly significant (Table 17). Even though state requirements might not require a district 
school foodservice director be degreed, this study indicated district school foodservice 
directors being hired in large school districts were more likely to be required to have a 
Bachelor’s or graduate degree. 
The majority of respondents to this questionnaire had college degrees (n = 237, 
77.9%), with 139 (45.7%) having graduate degrees. Although a chi-square analysis did not 
 
 
Table 17.  Comparison of Education Requirements of District School Foodservice Directors 
and Enrollment Quartiles of School Districts (N = 304) 
  Enrollment quartiles  
Education requirements  1 2 3 4 Total 
High school diploma  
Count 37 17 21 7 82 
Expected count 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5 82 
BS/BA degree      
Count 36 41 28 41 146 
Expected count 36.5 36.5 36.5 36.5 146 
Graduate degree      
Count 3 18 27 28 76 
Expected count 19.0 19.0 19.0 19.0 76 
Total      
Count 76 76 76 76 304 
Expected Count 76.0 76.0 76.0 76.0 304 
Note. Enrollment quartiles: 1 = 303–2,554; 2 = 2,555–4,500; 3 = 4,521–10,663; 4 = 10,699–180,000
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indicate any relationship between a district school foodservice director’s college major and 
program effectiveness, there was an indication of association between a district school 
foodservice director’s level of education and the district’s program effectiveness, Pearson χ2 
(9, N = 304) = 18.93, p = 026). Cramer’s V of .144 showed a weak strength of association 
between these two variables that was significant (p = .026; Table 18).  
Impact of Multiple Administrative Duties. Some school districts had school 
foodservice directors who performed more than one administrative function. Thirty-nine 
respondents held multiple administrative titles. When a two-way contingency table analysis 
was conducted to determine whether multiple administrative duties had an affect on program  
A two-way contingency table analysis also was used to determine whether district 
school foodservice directors in smaller districts were more likely to hold multiple 
 
Table 18. Highest Level of Education of District School Foodservice Directors (N = 304) and 
Program Effectiveness Score Quartiles  
Program effectivenss score quartiles 
Highest level of education  1 2 3 4 Total 
High school   
Count 16 6 6 9 37 
Expected count 8.3 7.8 10.3 10.6 37 
Some college      
Count 5 4 10 11 30 
Expected count 6.7 6.3 8.4 8.6 30 
Bachelor’s degree      
Count 27 21 26 24 98 
Expected count 21.9 20.6 27.4 28.0 98 
Graduate degree      
Count 20 33 43 43 139 
Expected count 31.1 29.3 38.9 39.8 139 
Total      
Count 68 64 85 87 304 
Expected Count 68 64 85 87 304 
Note. Program effectiveness scores were calculated and divided into quartiles with 4 being the 
highest quartile. 
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administrative positions than those employed in larger school districts. The two variables, 
size of district (reported in quartiles) and multiple administrative duties, were found to be 
significantly related, Pearson χ2 (3, N = 304) = 11.62, p = .009). Cramer’s V of .20 indicated 
a weak association, but was highly significant (p = .009), indicating as district size increases 
district school foodservice directors might be more likely to only have the administrative title 
of district school foodservice director (Table 19). In smaller districts, having a district school 
foodservice director responsible for more than one administrative area might be the only way 
a district could afford to have a degreed district school foodservice director in place. Results, 
however, should be interpreted with caution due to the small sample size of district school 
foodservice directors with multiple administrative titles. Additional data collected from 
district school foodservice directors having multiple titles might indicate a stronger 
association between the two variables.  
 A cross tabulation was calculated to determine if any association could be detected 
between the number of different administrative titles a district school foodservice director 
held and a program’s effectiveness. Because 50% of the counts were fewer than five, it was 
 
Table 19. Relationship of Other Administrative Duties and District Enrollment Quartiles 
    Enrollment quartiles  
Multiple administrative duties 1 2 3 4 Total 
No      
Count 59 67 66 73 265 
Expected count 66.3 66.3 66.3 66.3 265 
Yes      
Count 17 9 10 3 39 
Expected count 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 39 
Total      
Count 76 76 76 76 304 
Expected Count 76 76 76 76 304 
Note. Enrollment quartiles: 1 = 303-2,554; 2 = 2,555-4,500; 3 = 4,501-10,663; 4 = 10,664 - 
180,000 
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determined the sample size was insufficient to make a determination. Additional data would 
need to be collected for district school foodservice directors with multiple job titles to boost 
the proportion in any one category to at least five and meet the design requirements for chi-
square. 
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Summary of Key Findings 
 There is a growing need for educated, well trained individuals to fill school 
foodservice positions because many district school foodservice directors are nearing 
retirement age and school foodservice programs are becoming increasingly complex. This 
concern has been expressed at the local, state, and national levels. The need was evident to 
examine what affect district school foodservice directors’ educational level and the time they 
spend on foodservice tasks have on the effectiveness of their foodservice program as there 
was a paucity of current research addressing these issues. 
 Based on responses from state agency administrators, school districts in the Southeast 
USDA region had several characteristics that distinguished them from the other six USDA 
regions. Five states in the Southeast region had state mandated requirements for the position 
of district school foodservice director although no state agency administrators outside the 
Southeast reported any requirements. Meal participation was higher in the Southeast with 
66% of students eating lunch compared to 58% lunch in other USDA regions. There was 
26% breakfast participation in the Southeast compared to 22% in other USDA regions.  
 Based on responses from 304 school district foodservice directors in the Southeast 
USDA region, a relationship was evident between the size of a school district and the 
educational requirements for the district school foodservice director. As the districts 
increased in size, the educational requirements for the district school foodservice director 
increased. The majority of district school foodservice directors (n = 237, 77.9%) had college 
degrees and one third (n = 100) of them held teaching certificates. Although results indicated 
weak but significant associations between programs run by district school foodservice 
directors with college degrees and effectiveness of their programs, there was no indication 
that the college majors of the district school foodservice directors had any relationship to 
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program effectiveness. Degree relevance needs additional study as years experience and 
professional development participation could possibly be what attributed to program 
effectiveness. Larger response rates with greater diversity would be necessary to ascertain 
this distinction. In addition, the amount of professional development related to school 
foodservice would need to be analyzed. Advanced education levels of district school 
foodservice directors in the Southeast USDA region could account for the high participation 
in professional organizations with 272 (89.9%) being members of the SNA and 31 (10.2%) 
being members of ADA.  
Most district school foodservice directors who responded to the questionnaire enjoyed 
their careers (n = 280, 92.1%). It was not surprising to find those directors who responded to 
the question regarding their feelings toward their work as “like what I do” or “love it with a 
passion”, were more likely to have more effective school foodservice programs, although the 
number who reported not to enjoy their career was small.  
Interestingly, 91.4% (n = 278) of directors were in the 51-65 age range, but 50% (n = 
152) had only been employed as school foodservice directors for 6-15 years, indicating they 
had returned to the work force as a more mature adult, had worked in other occupations prior 
to becoming a district school foodservice director, or had been promoted from outside the 
field. With so many directors in an older age category, there is a high probability that many 
will be retiring in the next few years and new directors will be needed. State agency 
administrators responding to the questionnaire reported that an average of 10 district school 
foodservice directors in each state retired last year in the Southeast with Kentucky having 20 
school foodservice positions being replaced during that time period. Considering the number 
of retirements and the age of the majority of directors in the Southeast, retirement numbers 
are projected to accelerate.  
This study showed that there appeared to be a relationship between effectiveness of a 
school foodservice program and a director’s educational level. These findings supported the 
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concern that the profession needs to be alerted to the fact that ample, educated individuals 
may not be available to fill all these positions, especially if similar vacancies are forthcoming 
in other educational administrative professions. 
Of the 304 district school foodservice directors responding to the questionnaire, 39 
(12.8%) had multiple administrative titles, spending 15% to 95% of their time on foodservice 
activities. The additional administrative position most often reported being performed by a 
district school foodservice director was vocational education administrator (n = 28), followed 
by finance director (n = 10), instructional supervisor (n = 6), and Title 1 director (n = 4). 
 Smaller districts had more school foodservice directors performing multiple 
administrative tasks than larger districts. Although the relationship between district size and 
number of district school foodservice directors performing multiple administrative tasks 
appeared weak, it was possibly due to the small number of district directors with multiple 
titles. The small sample size also could have accounted for the lack of a relationship between 
program effectiveness and a district school foodservice director holding multiple 
administrative titles.  
It was interesting, but not surprising, to find that district school foodservice directors 
spent less time in the areas of marketing and communications than in other areas of 
performance. This certainly validated the program needs of additional training and assistance 
in marketing and communications that were identified by the SNA during the 2004-2006 
school years.  It seems that although the need is there, a district school foodservice director 
assumes so many areas of responsibility that marketing and communication programs often 
are neglected.  
Limitations 
 A number of limitations were identified in this study. These limitations related to self-
reported data, sample, response rate, and differences in data collected from state-to-state. 
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Self-Reported Data 
 Written questionnaire data were self-reported, which could result in biased 
information (Creswell, 2005). In self-reported surveys, the individual completing the 
questionnaire could possibly not want to appear to brag on their work or on the other hand, 
may not want to be critical of their own program. There was also the possibility that 
questions may have been interpreted differently by different respondents (Creswell). Varying 
perspectives of district school foodservice directors could have resulted in discriminatory 
answers to subjective questions. If a district school foodservice director did not network with 
other district school foodservice directors, their frame of reference would be limited when 
responding to questions. Although pilot testing of questions was done and those responding 
reported no difficulty in interpreting the questions, when the questionnaire was sent to all 
district school foodservice directors in the entire Southeast region, there appeared to be some 
confusion. There was difficulty in interpreting the question regarding meals per labor hour, 
even though the definition and formula for computation were on the form. It was unclear why 
this misunderstanding took place, unless the district school foodservice directors who did not 
answer the question did not understand the definition or did not maintain the data needed to 
compute the statistic.  
Sample  
 Few non-degreed district school foodservice directors completed the questionnaire. 
This may have indicated that non-degreed directors were either intimidated by the topic of 
the study or felt it was a threat to their positions. With the largest number of responding non-
degreed district school foodservice directors coming from Kentucky, the threat may have 
been less because many knew the researcher personally.  Another possibility is that non-
degreed school foodservice respondents may not understand the importance of research. The 
group of non-degreed individuals who completed the questionnaire may have been more 
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active in the profession than non-respondents and therefore may not have been representative 
of all non-degreed district school foodservice directors. 
 The Southeast region also had the highest membership in the SNA (SNA, 2007c). 
The high membership rate could be reflective of the higher educational levels of these district 
school foodservice directors and their understanding of the importance of professional 
involvement and professional development. The high membership, unlike that of other 
USDA regions, could have a positive effect on program effectiveness due to increased 
opportunities for professional development that might not be seen in other USDA regions 
with lower SNA membership. 
Response Rate 
 Collection of data using electronic questionnaires presented another limitation. The 
initial plan was to collect the information in early May 2006. The first questionnaire was 
housed on the Iowa State University website. Due to security blocks in many states, a large 
number of district school foodservice directors were unable to access the site. With the issues 
and challenges that arose, data collection did not begin until June. By June, many district 
school foodservice directors may have been on vacation or attending meetings, and some 
were not 12-month employees. This caused a delay in responses and several follow-up e-
mails had to be sent.  
 Several questions had fewer than five respondents and therefore caused the Cramer’s 
V post hoc to be ineffective. A larger response rate would increase reliability. 
 The questionnaire also was lengthy. Even though individuals who pilot tested the 
questionnaire were able to complete the questionnaire in 15-20 minutes, the seven-page 
document could have been perceived as taking longer to complete than it actually did and 
district school foodservice directors may not have felt they had the time to commit to the 
task.  
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Difference in Data Collected from State to State 
The study showed that all state agency administrators of school foodservice programs 
do not collect the same information from local district school foodservice directors. This 
made comparisons difficult, especially in computing participation percentages. Some state 
agency administrators collected statistical information based on student enrollment while 
others reported information based on actual numbers of students in attendance. Following the 
initial questionnaire, statewide attendance statistics were received via telephone and utilized 
to achieve common participation percentages. It also was found that terminology used and 
information collected by state departments of education for school foodservice programs 
varied from state-to-state making uniformity of responses difficult. This issue did not surface 
in the pilot testing.  
Another limiting factor was that state agency administrators do not stress the same 
standards or have the same expectations of school foodservice programs. For example, 60% 
lunch participation in Florida may be considered good meal participation, while in 
Mississippi a 60% participation rate would be considered poor participation. There was also a 
possibility that the difference in results could have reflected a socio-economic difference in 
the states as Florida had only 65% of lunches served to free or reduced students and 
Mississippi served 81% of lunches to this population. Due to the time of collection, May - 
September 2006, low response rates could be a result of Hurricane Katrina that destroyed or 
impaired many school districts in the coastal states of Florida, Alabama, and Mississippi in 
2005.  
The Southeast USDA region did not appear to be representative of the other states 
outside the region that responded. Several of the states in the Southeast had requirements for 
the district school foodservice director’s position. District school foodservice directors were 
required to hold a Master’s degree in some states, yet in other states there were no state 
requirements for that position.  
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It did not appear that lack of computer connectivity played any role in non-response. 
If the study were replicated in other USDA regions, computer connectivity could possibly be 
an issue. If other regions had been surveyed, the results may have been different. 
Future Research 
 There has been interest expressed by state departments of education as well as USDA 
in the results of this research. This study should be replicated nationwide to reach a broader 
range of participants to validate research results from the Southeast region. There were 
insufficient respondents to conclusively predict the strength of relationships of many of chi-
square analyses conducted. Collecting similar data from district school foodservice directors 
outside the Southeast region would not only increase numbers and improve validity, it but 
also would allow comparison of school foodservice programs by region.  
 It would be recommended that the school foodservice director’s questionnaire be 
revised prior to being reused. Revision should include requesting the number of approved 
free and reduced applications per district. This information would have been useful in 
determining the percentage participating by category. The free and reduced information 
might have implications in other areas including financial benchmarking, other programs 
being offered, and marketing and communications.   
 It is also recommended that a study be conducted of state agency administrators to 
determine what information they collect from district school foodservice directors and what 
monitoring procedures they use when evaluating school foodservice programs. State agency 
administrators could determine what information would be useful if collected in every state 
and establish a process for collecting the data. The initial study should then be updated 
periodically as determined by state agency administrators.  
 A study conducted of state agency administrators could also provide information on 
state and perhaps local requirements for the position of district school foodservice director. 
This information, combined with questionnaires of district school foodservice directors in 
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other regions, could validate this research and further validate the advantages of hiring 
college graduates for the position of district school foodservice director. Additional studies 
could also affirm or contradict the fact that the major of the college graduate appeared to 
have no affect on program effectiveness. 
Administrators of regional offices of USDA need to be surveyed to determine what 
information they require of states and if rules and regulations from USDA are being 
interpreted similarly in every region and state. These studies also would provide a basis for 
national uniformity in terminology used throughout the school foodservice industry.  
The research instrument used with district school foodservice directors should be 
revised before being reused. Questions that have no apparent relationship to program success 
should be eliminated from the study to streamline the instrument and make it faster to 
complete and less intimidating to participants. There were questions, particularly in Section 
2, that were found to have limited relevance and should be deleted. Questions related to types 
of food choices, average time students have to eat, type of dishware used, vending 
information, and type of food preparation are all questions that had little bearing on program 
effectiveness. It was thought that results of these questions would possibly show an affect on 
meal participation, but that proved false. It may be, however, that these questions would 
indicate an affect on participation in another region or even in the Southeast if the response 
rate was greater. A survey program, such as SurveyMonkey or Zoomerang™ Internet on-line 
survey software tools, might streamline the data collection and tabulation process. As time 
progresses, more directors will have easy access to computers and will be more comfortable 
answering on-line questionnaires. 
At least one district school foodservice director from each state included in future 
studies should review the final instrument prior to distribution to ensure a clear 
understanding of questions and terminology. It would be beneficial for all 50 state agency 
administrators to review a list of terms and definitions to assure understanding and 
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consistency nationwide. If questionnaires similar to this one were distributed more 
frequently, it may lessen the threat some non-degreed school foodservice directors may have 
felt when initially confronted with the e-mail.  
The questionnaire used to survey state agency administrators also should be revised. 
The instrument used should be reviewed by at least one state agency representative in each 
USDA region prior to questionnaire distribution to determine if terminology is 
understandable and information being requested is available at the state level in all USDA 
regions. It would be beneficial if the regional director responsible for school foodservice in 
each USDA region also reviewed the state agency administrator instrument prior to 
distribution to determine if questions were appropriate to ask and information needed to 
respond was available. Individuals in the pilots also may have suggestions of additional 
questions that might strengthen a national study. 
Applications 
 Even though results of this study were basic and need further exploration, there were 
several possible applications based on information generated that could impact school 
foodservice programs nationwide. State and national officials, including politicians, 
superintendents, and members of boards of education, recognizing degreed district school 
foodservice directors are more likely to have a positive impact on program effectiveness than 
non-degreed district school foodservice directors, will see the benefit of increasing 
educational standards for the position of district school foodservice director. Regulations 
could be drafted at the state and/or federal level to ensure programs are operated by well-
qualified, degreed individuals. The SNA, state affiliates, and allied organizations might 
support legislation requiring college degrees for district school foodservice directors after 
recognizing that district school foodservice programs that hire degreed individuals are more 
effective. 
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If a legislative change is not sought, then state agency administrators and leaders in 
the SNA state affiliate organizations could work with individuals responsible for educational 
certification programs to develop certification requirements for the position of district school 
foodservice director in each state. Recognizing that the college major of a district school 
foodservice director is not related to program effectiveness, the SNA could develop and 
promote a course or two in school foodservice that could be a part of certification 
requirements and taught as a part of an individual’s undergraduate or graduate degree 
program or as continuing education for those with degrees in other areas. The need for these 
courses could demand a change in current course offerings in undergraduate and graduate 
programs in many colleges and universities nationwide. These courses could provide the 
basic information needed for the district school foodservice director and help students 
recognize the opportunities as well as the complexities of the occupation. Students would 
also be able to better understand the need for training in a variety of areas that may be 
unfamiliar and unlike other areas of the foodservice arena.  
School foodservice professionals would be interested in results of this study as they 
constantly strive to find ways to improve programs at local, state, and national levels. It 
would help these individuals bring to the forefront the complexity of these programs and the 
criticality of having well-qualified individuals fill these positions. These professionals could 
also use these findings to improve the image of the profession as more positive attention is 
focused on the programs.  
Small districts that may lack funding for a degreed district school foodservice director 
should either have the district school foodservice director performing multiple administrative 
roles or form a school foodservice cooperative with one district school foodservice director 
sharing administrative responsibilities with multiple school districts. Because cooperatives 
are already used among school districts in a variety of ways, especially for procurement, this 
might be an easy transition for many school foodservice departments and easily accepted by 
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participating districts. If a small school district administrator chooses not to participate in a 
cooperative, a degreed foodservice director is still financially possible by having the district 
school foodservice director oversee several administrative areas. It is critical, however, that 
the person hired in such a position be comfortable with the assignment and like what they are 
doing. If the individual does not want this added responsibility or is not comfortable 
performing these tasks, it is likely the school foodservice director will have a poor attitude 
toward the job, which will decrease the likelihood of program effectiveness.  
USDA also will be interested in the results of this study and can replicate the study in 
other USDA regions. Results of additional studies can help them see from a regional 
perspective the impact directors’ education has on local programs and also can help them 
identify program areas in which improvements are needed.   
Research results indicated the greatest weaknesses in school foodservice programs are 
in the areas of customer satisfaction and program management.  Now that the profession 
recognizes these weaknesses and the need for additional training in communication and 
marketing for district school foodservice directors, state agency administrators of school 
foodservice, superintendents, or their designees should assure additional professional 
development opportunities are available for these individuals. Training needs identified can 
be used by the National Food Service Management Institute, SNA, or the Association of 
School Business Officials International when planning training programs and materials for 
district school foodservice directors. In addition, as the magnitude of the position is 
recognized, it will be easier to justify to local school boards the need to hire additional 
support personnel in the district’s school foodservice office to allow the department staff to 
plan and carry out communication and marketing plans along with other tasks identified by 
the district school foodservice director.  
The study confirmed that the majority of school districts will be replacing district 
school foodservice directors in the near future as current directors will be retiring. With that 
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in mind, local, state, and national leaders will now recognize that attention needs to be given 
to those individuals who will be replacing the current district school foodservice directors. 
These leaders will realize that as programs become more complex, adequate preparation for 
those filling these positions needs to take place. A pool of educated candidates must be 
identified to assure the success of these programs will continue and the nutritional needs of 
America’s school children are met. 
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APPENDIX B. STATE AGENCY ADMINISTRATORS’ 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
Summary of Foodservice Data 
 State:__________ 
 
1. Number of foodservice programs in state:___________ 
 
2. Number of new directors hired in your state this year? ______  Last year? ______ 
 
3. What are state level regulations regarding qualifications of directors? 
 
4. What do you see as the greatest training need for foodservice directors? 
 
Average statewide information:  Please use information from October 2005  
 
5. Average meal price for paying child:  
A. Lunches______________     
B. Breakfast_________________ 
 
6. Average district information: 
A. ADP: Breakfast 
a. Free:_______ 
b. Reduced:________        
c. Full Price:_______ 
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B. ADP: Lunch: 
a. Free:_______ 
b. Reduced:________ 
c. Full Price:_______ 
 
C. ADA:  
a. Breakfast_____ 
b. Lunch_____ 
 
D. Membership: 
a. Breakfast_____ 
b. Lunch_____ 
 
THANKS SO MUCH FOR YOUR HELP! 
If you have questions, please feel free to contact me by e-mail: 
janey.thornton@hardin.kyschools.us
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APPENDIX C. LETTER TO DISTRICT SCHOOL FOODSERVICE 
DIRECTORS 
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APPENDIX D. DISTRICT SCHOOL FOODSERVICE DIRECTOR 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
School Foodservice Questionnaire 
 
Part 1: Program Information 
For each of the following, indicate if this activity occurs by someone in 
your school district’s foodservice department by selecting yes (Y), no (N), 
or sometimes (S). 
PLEASE CLICK IN THE GREY AREA INSIDE THE SALMON COLORED              
BOXES TO MAKE ALL RESPONSES 
Activities in Foodservice Program 
Customer Satisfaction (Answer all questions Y, N, or S as indicated 
above) 
1 
Maintain system to monitor student satisfaction (i.e. surveys, 
suggestion box, etc.) 
Options 
2 
Work closely with administrators and staff to determine customer 
satisfaction  
Options 
3 Respond to customer suggestions Options 
4 Seek parent involvement to improve district foodservice program Options 
5 Measure service quality in all foodservice facilities Options 
6 
Implement a department communication plan involving schools, 
students, administrators, parents, and community 
Options 
7 Assure all foods offered in cafeteria qualify as meal component Options 
Financial Management   (Answer all questions Y, N, or S as indicated 
above) 
1 Prepare profit and loss statement Options 
2 Monitor profit and loss statements throughout year Options 
3 Monitor meal participation  Options 
4 Develop annual budget  Options 
5 Meet budget guidelines Options 
6 
Purchase using approved state/federal procurement procedures for 
purchasing 
Options 
7 Maintain inventory control system  Options 
Meal Production   (Answer all questions Y, N, or S as indicated above) 
1 Maintain food at proper temperatures Options 
2 Provide attractive meals Options 
3 Provide a variety of food choices  Options 
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4 Provide a variety of textures and colors in food choices Options 
5 Provide flavorful meals Options 
6 Provide foods in appropriate portion sizes Options 
Program Management    (Answer all questions Y, N, or S as indicated 
above) 
1 
Assure nutrition education is an essential component of school 
meals 
Options 
2 
Ensure nutrition education programs and materials made available 
to students 
Options 
3 
Ensure nutrition education programs and materials made available 
to teachers Options 
4 
Ensure nutrition education programs and materials made available 
to parents 
Options 
5 Maintain record-keeping system Options 
6 
Maintain Free & Reduced-price meal application management 
system 
Options 
7 Provide written standards and procedures Options 
8 Revise written standards and procedures as needed Options 
9 Plan meals consistent with USDA recommendations Options 
10 Perform nutrient analysis on all meals Options 
11 Develop district Wellness plan Options 
12 Implement Wellness plan throughout district Options 
13 Develop a department marketing plan  Options 
14 Implement a department marketing plan Options 
Operations Management 
Personnel Management   (Answer all questions Y, N, or S as indicated 
above) 
1 Hire foodservice employees  Options 
2 Review job performance of employees annually  Options 
3 
Recognize employee’s outstanding work though employee 
recognition program 
Options 
4 Maintain meals per labor hour guidelines in hiring procedures Options 
5 Establish work schedule procedures for development by managers Options 
6 Assess training needs of employees Options 
7 Train employees based on assessed need Options 
8 Maintain appropriate personnel records and data  Options 
9 Ensure employees participate in professional development activities Options 
10 Share ideas with other foodservice directors Options 
11 Utilize computer programs to meet department needs Options 
12 Encourage teamwork of employees  Options 
Food Production   (Answer all questions Y, N, or S as indicated above) 
1 Ensure a system is in place for portion control  Options 
2 Ensure utilization of standardized recipes  Options 
3 Ensure accurate production records are maintained Options 
4 Evaluate individual food products prior to serving Options 
5 Ensure work schedules are followed Options 
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6 Develop HACCP plan Options 
7 Implement HACCP plan in all schools Options 
Facilities and Equipment   (Answer all questions Y, N, or S as indicated 
above) 
1 Ensure kitchen facilities are appropriately designed Options 
2 Ensure kitchen facilities are up-to-date Options 
3 Ensure cafeteria facilities are inviting to students Options 
4 Ensure equipment necessary for production is available Options 
5 Ensure equipment necessary for service is available Options 
6 Ensure equipment is well maintained Options 
  
Part 2: District Characteristics 
  
We want to know about you and your district. For the - school year, 
please provide the following information using October 2005 data:  
  
1 State--   Use drop-down to select state State Choice 
  
2 Number of schools in district:        
  
3 Number of students enrolled        
  
4 QUESTION OMITTED    
(*To compute average meals per labor hour (MPLH), add total number of reimbursable 
lunches, plus one-third total number of breakfasts, plus one-third total dollars in a la 
carte. Divide the sum by the total number of labor hours.) 
 
5a Are students allowed to leave the school campus for meals?       Options 
  
5b  If YES, what grades of students are allowed to leave?        
 
6a Do students have choices of menu items at lunch?                       Options 
If no, skip to question 7. 
 
6b  If YES, for which food categories?  
Food Category 
Yes or 
No 
Typical # 
of choices
  a) Fruits  Options Options 
  b) Vegetables Options  Options 
  c) Protein Items Options Options 
  d) Milk Options Options 
  e) Bread Items Options Options 
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 f) Beverages OTHER than Milk  (List under “Typical # of 
choices”) 
Options       
Comments:      
 
 
7 What is the average length of time students have scheduled for a lunch period? 
Lunch time (in minutes) 
 a) Elementary        
b) Middle        
 c) High        
 8 Foods used in preparation are mainly: a) Heat and serve  Options
 
 9 What type of dishware do you use predominantly?  Options
 
10a Are vending machines (NOT operated by the school foodservice 
department) available to students during  
Yes or 
No 
  a) breakfast  Options
  b) lunch  Options
 
10b If YES, what type products are offered?  
  
  
       
 
11 When were your last CRE and SMI (state evaluations of program and 
menus)? 
  CRE        
  SMI        
 
12 How many critical infractions were noted on your  
  CRE:         
  SMI:        
 
13 If infractions were noted, have you been able to correct them? 
  Yes, No, or Not Applicable (NA) Options
 
14 Your school district location:  Options 
 
15 What type of foodservice operation is used in your schools (0nly include a 
school in one category) 
Type Prep Area 
Number of 
Schools 
a) On-site preparation        
b) Central kitchen        
c) Finishing kitchen        
  
d) Combination Central/on site        
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16  Total number of foodservice labor hours per week (not including       
Central Office staff): 
 
 
17 Number of months operating capital on hand (revenue balance 
divided by total of average monthly expenditures): 
       
 
18 Is district foodservice department required to pay indirect costs?  Options 
 
 
19a  Does district utilize cycle menus?   If no, skip to question 21  Options
 
19b If yes, what is the length of the cycle?        
 
20 How often is cycle menu updated?        
 
21 
What is the average number of full 
ctoberreduced, and free meals served in O
2005?  
Breakfast Lunch 
a. Full               
b. Reduced               
c. Free               
 
22 What is the dollar value of ala carte sales for Oct. 2005, at 
breakfast? (List total dollar value for district) 
       
 
23 What is the dollar value of a la carte sales for October 
2005, at lunch?  
       
 
24 Student lunch pricing falls within the following range: (If prices vary 
among schools, indicate average price group) 
 Options
 
25 What services does the school foodservice program offer? Check all that 
apply. 
a) Lunch  
b) Breakfast  
c) A la carte  
d) After school snacks  
e) Catering  
f) Summer meals  
g) Outside vending  
  
h) Other:  
 
26 Average weekly nutrient analysis for district menus: 
Nutrient Information Lunch 
a) Average Numbe riesr of Calo        
b) Percent of Calories from Fat        
  
c) Percent of Calories from Saturated Fat        
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27 Who performs nutrient analysis (director, supervisor, 
manager, outside source)?  
       
 
What local requirements are there for the education of the 
s local 
  
foodservice director?   (Indicate what most closely resemble
requirements)                                                                            
Options  28 
        List any particular major required (if any):        
 
29 What local requirements are there for past work experience for the school 
foodservice director? (Place a check by all required) 
a) School foodservice  
b) Any area of food service  
c) Teaching Experience  
d) Other:  
  
e) None  
 
Part 3: Foodservice Director Characteristics 
Please tell us more about yourself. 
 1 What is your age? Options 
 
 2 What is your gender?  Options
 
 3 How many years were you employed in foodservice prior to being 
     employed in school foodservice?                                                 
Options 
 
4 How many years have you been employed in school foodservice?       Options 
  
5 How long have you been a director of school foodservice?                  Options 
  
6 According to your contract, how m ny months do you work annually?a  Options
  
Who is your immediate supervisor?  Options
7 If “other”, who? 
 
       
  
8 Do you have areas of administrati  responsibility other than school ve
foodservice?                                                                         
 Options
  
9  If yes, please indicate position titl and time spent on all duties. e 
  Position Title Yes/ 
No 
Percent 
 T t ime Spen
  a. Foodservice Director Options   % 
  b. Finance Director Options   % 
  c. Instructional Supervisor Options   % 
  d. Title I Director Options   % 
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  e. Health Coordinator Options   % 
  f. Special Education Coordinator Options   % 
  g. Vocational Education Admin Options   % 
  h. Other, specify: Options   % 
  
 10 Indicate your highest level of education?                                          Options
                          Number of college hours:       
                                                    Degree        
                                                    Major        
  
11 Please indicate credentials that you currently hold by checking any credentials 
you hold 
Credentials 
  a) Are you a Registered Dietitian?  
  b) Are you SNA certified?  
  c) Are you SNA credentialed (SFNS)?  
  d) Are you certified to teach?  
  
12 List any other credentials you may hold.        
  
13a  Are you a member of the School Nutrition Association (SNA)?        Options
  
 13b If yes, how active?                                                                       Options
  
14a Are you a member of the American Dietetic Association?               Options
  
 14b If yes, how active  Options 
  
 15 How would you rate your foodserv e program?   ic  Options
  
 16 How do you feel about your job  Options
  
THANKS SO MUCH FOR YOUR HELP! 
 
If you have questions or would like a summary of findings, please contact me by e-mail at 
janey.thornton@hardin.kyschools.us
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APPENDIX E. INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL 
 
 
